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SUPPORTING TABLES DOCUMENTINGSELECTED

CHARACTERISTICS OF M_AL AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

The tables provided here give supporting information obtained from inter-

views with 381 providers of food and shelter for the homeless in the 20 sampled

cities representative of U.S. cities of 100,000 or more. The first two tables

show the number of years different types of providers have been in service and

the size of different types of providers. The next three tables (3-5) give

information about which providers serve different meals, and how many meals are

available. Tables 6 through 8 show services other than meals, such as shelter

beds, health care and clothing, that are available from providers. Tables 9

and 10 give budget information by type and size of provider, and also indicate

the average cost of a single meal from these providers. The next two tables

indicate the paid and volunteer labor available to soup kitchens and shelters

serving meals, and the types of food service experience and training that staff

or volunteers bring to the preparation of meals for the homeless. The last

three tables display information about the contents of the meals available from

providers, including-calories, and the numbers and types of food groups present

in the meals.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 1, DATA FROM MEAL AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

lrEARS IN'SERVICE, BY TYPE OF PROVIDER

(weighted percentages)

Shelters Shelters

Soup Kitchens Vithout Meals Vith Meals Totals

(N = 151) (N - 46) (N = lB&) (N = 381)

Years in Service

< 2years 26 11 19 21

2-4 years 12 21 22 18

5-8years 26 45 18 24

9-20years 23 16 23 22

21+ years 14 7 18 15
Totals _ _-_ _ 1-_

Mean 13 10 16 18

Median 6 5 6 6

Range 0 - 114 0 - 87 0 - 114 0 - 114

"N" refers to unweighted N's. Ail percentages are based on weighted
data.

-2-



SUPPORTING TABLE 2t DATA FROM MEAL AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

DISTRIBUTION OF PROVIDERS, BT TYPE AND SIZE OF PROVIDER
(veighted percentages)

Shelters Shelters

Soup Kitchens Vithout Meals Vith Meals Totals

(N = 151) (N = &6) (N = lB&) (N = 38!)

Providers:

Serving 10-25 28 36 25 27
Serving 26-50 17 15 30 23

Serving 51-99 21 31 30 27
Serving 100+ 34 17 15 23

IT5 -_ Ih-6 iD-6

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All percentages are based on weighted
data. Percents may not-sum to 100Z due to rounding errors.
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SLrpPORTING TABLE 3t DATA FROM KEAL AND SHELTER PROVYDEI_

SIZE OF PROV/DER BY TTPE OF MEAL SERVED

(weighted data)

Midday Evening
Breakfast Heal Meal

(N - 205) (N - 228) (N = 234)
Size of Provider

Serving 1-25 26 30 25
Serving 26-50 28 20 27
Serving 51-99 31 21 30

Serving 100+ 15 30 18
Total !_-O _

Mean 73 101 87

Median 48 74 50

Range 6-706 3-850 3-861

kN" refers to unveighted N's. All figures are based on weighted data.

Percents may not sum to IOOZ due to rounding errors.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 4, DATA FROM ffFd_L AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

NUMBER OF DAYS PER V_._K MEALS ARE SERVED
AND NUMBER OF _dkLS SgRVED PgR DAY,

BT PROVIDER TrPE

(veighted percentages)

Shelters

Soup Kitchens Vith Meals Totals
(N= 151) (N_ 18_) (N= 335)

Number of Days Per
_eek that Provider
_erves Meals

! 15 0 7
2 7 0 3
3 7 2 4
4 5 1 3
5 19 2 9
6 14 3 8
7 32 92 65

IUU IU5

Jumber of Meals Per

zy that Provider Serves

1 72 11 38
2 25 35 30
3 3 54 31

IUU 1-0'6 IUU

"N" refers to'unveighted N's of providers in the sample. Ail percent-
ages are based on veighted data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 5, DATA FROM MEAL AND SMELTER PROVIDERS

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF MEALS AVAILABLE TO TEE BOMELESS PER DAY

IN CITIES OF 100,000 OR MORE, BT PROVIDER TIME

(weighted data)

Soup Shelters
Kitchens With Meals Totals

(N - 151) (N - 184) (N = _-_5)

Total Number of

Meals Served

Number 97,112 224,039 321,152

Percent 30 70 100

95% Confidence

Interval · 5_904 . 13,850 * 15,561

Range

Low 103,016 237,889 336,713

High 91,208 210,189 305,591

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All figures are based on weighted data.
The estimate of soup kitchen meals given in this table is 57 percent of

all meals served at soup kitchens, to adjust for the fact that in our
data collection with homeless individuals, only 57 percent of those

contacted at soup kitchens were homeless. Estimates for both soup

kitchens and shelters have been adjusted to account for providers who
operate fewer than 7 days a week.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 6, DATA FROM MEAL AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF BEDS AVAILABLE AT SHELTER PROVIDERS PER NIGHT

IN CITIES OF 100,000 OR MORE, BY PROVIDER TYPE

(veighted data)

Shelters Shelters

Vithout Meals Vith Meals Totals

(N - 46) (N = 18_) (N---_0)
T_tal Number of

_'eds Provided

Number 35,610 8a,026 119,637

Percent 30 70 100

95Z Confidence

Interval . 5431 . 5858 + 8,062

Range
Lov 30,179 78,168 111,575

High 41,041 89,884 127,699

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All figures are based on weighted data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 7 t DATA FROM _ AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

SERVICES 'OTMER TRAN FOOD AND SMELTER
OFFgRgD BY PROVIDgKS

BY TYPE OF PROVIDER

(weighted percentages)

Shelters Shelters L

Soup Kitchens Without Meals With Meals Totals

(N=lSl) (N= 46) (N=184) (N = 381)
Type of Service

Clothing 56 54 93 73
Health Care:

Referrals 45 88 91 72

Shower/Bath/Shave 19 83 93 62

Mail Receiving 24 84 90 62
Social Work

Counseling 30 85 80 60
Carfare/

Transportation 29 80 69 54
Legal Services 21 52 71 48

Job Training

Placement 26 51 63 47

Personal Storage 9 61 71 45

Religious Services 45 2 56 45

Laundry 14 48 68 44
Recreation 16 50 63 42

Job Placement 19 39 48 35
Health Care:

On-Site 17 44 28 25,
Child Care/

Community Outreac_ 14 19 28 21
Education/GED/

Workshops 5 8 21 13
Housing Referrals 6 24 15 12
Access to

Free Telephone 8 10 10 9
Financial

Assistance 3 12 10 7

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All percentages are based on _eighted
data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE lq, DATA FROM EEAL AND SHELTER PROV'IDERS

NUEBER OF SERVICES OFFE_ BY PROVIDERS OF DIFFERENT TYPES

(veighted percentages)

Sheiters Shelters

Soup Kitchens Without Meals With Meals Totals
(N - 151) (N - 46) (N = 184) (N = 381)

Number of
Services Offered

1-5 Services 62 11 4 29

6-10 Services 26 53 21 27

11-15 Services 12 31 54 34

16+ Services 0 4 21 11
I-6U 1-0-6 1-0-6

"N" refers to unweighted N's. All percentages are based on weighted
data.
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SUPPORTLNG TABLE 9, DATA FROM MEAL AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

TOTAL EEAL SERVICE BUDGET AND FOOD EXPENSES
DURING PROVIDER'S LAST FISCAL YEAR BY PROVIDER TYPE,

FOR ALL PROVIDERS SUPPLYING RrPENSE DATA

(veigh:ed percentages)

Provider Type
Soup Shelters All Meal

Kitchens vith Meals Providers
(N = 120) (N . 156) (N = 276)

Total Meal Service
Budget, Provider's
Last Fiscal Year

$0-999 11 5 8
$1,000-4,999 9 7 8
$5,000-9,999 18 8 13

$10,000-24,999 20 22 21
525,000-49,999 21 21 21
$50,000-74,999 15 10 12
$75,000 and up 6 27 17

IUU- 10T' IU5-

Outlays for Food,
Provider's Last
Fiscal Year

50 3 7 5
$1-500 8 3 5

$501-2,000 14 8 11
$2,001-5,000 17 11 14
S5,001-10,000 29 28 23

$10,001-20,000 13 20 17
520,001-40,000 9 26 13
$40,001 and up 6 18 12

1TO 1'55 ltd

Average Food
Cost Per Meal 50.39 50.56 $0.48

"N" refers to veighted N's. All percentages are based on weighted N's.
In this table the N's are smaller than the provider universe due to non-
response; 21 percent of soup kitchens and 15 percent of shelters vith
meals could not give budget figures for meal services.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 10, DATA FROM MEAL AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

TOTAL MEAL SERVICE BUDGET AND FOOD EXPENSES
DURING PROVIDKE'S LAST FISCAL YEAR BY NUMBER OF MEALS SERVED,

FOR ALL PROVIDERS SUPPLYING EXPENSE DATA

.. (veighted percentages)

Number of Meals Providers Served

Serving Serving Serving Serving
1-100 101-200 201-300 300*

(N= 101) (N= 73) (N= 37) (N= 55)

Total Meal Service
Budget, Provider's
Last Fiscal Year

50-999 13 7 1 1
51,000-4,999 11 11 6 0
55,000-9,999 13 21 4 1

510,000-24,999 30 27 11 0
525,000-49,999 20 5 28 43
550,000-74,999 4 10 25 26
$75,000 and up 9 19 25 29

Outlays for Food,
Provider's Last
Fiscal Year

50 6 8 0 0
S1-499 8 7 0 1

5500-1,999 18 8 9 0
52,000-4,999 16 21 6 4
$5,000-9,999 17 17 2 53

510,000-19,999 22 15 24 7
520,000-39,999 6 20 28 9
540,000 and up 7 4 32 26

15U 1-0-6 IUU

Average Food
Cost Per Meal 50.53 50.58 S0.45 50.36

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All percentages are based on veighted
N's. In this table the N's are smaller than the provider universe due
to non-response.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 11, DATA FROM MEAL AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

PROPORTION OF MEAL PROVIDERS USING GIVEN LEVELS
OF PAID AND VOLUNTEER LABOR HOURS PgR VEEK FOR MEAL SERVICES

(veighted percentages)
(N - 335)

Hours/Veek Paid Staff Volunteers

0 35 16

1-20 18 23

21-40 14 18

41-80 16 10
81-200 18 19

201ormore 0 14

IUD IUD

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All percentages are based on veighted
data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 12, DATA FROM MEAL AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

FOOD SERVICE E_EILYENCE OR TRAINING
AMONGSTAFF OF MEAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

(veighted percentages)

Provider s Indicating
Staff vith Food All Meal

Service Experience Providers

(N= 22i) (N= 335)

Type of Experience

Cook or restaurant ow_ner 91 63

Home economics degree 2 1
Nutritionist/dietician 25 17

Food preparation certificate 9 6
No experience or training 0 27

"N" refers to unweighted N's. Ail percentages are based on weighted
data. Percents do not sum to 100% due to multiple responses.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 13, DATA FROM MEAL AND SHELTER PROVIDERS

NUMBEROF DIFFERENT POOD GROUPS SERVED,
BY TYPE OF MEAL

(weighted percentages)

Type of Meal

Breakfast Lunch Dinner
(N . 45) (N = 135) (N = 128)

Number of Food

Groups Observed
in Prow{der Meals
from:

5 Core Groups a

No groups 0 0 0
1 group 10 0 0
2 groups 29 7 6
3 groups 33 38 43
4 groups 18 46 36
All 5 groups 10 9 15

1UU 1UU 1UU

Mean 2.9 3.6 3.6
Median 3 4 3

Additional 5 Groups b

No groups 9 18 21
1 group 56 42 36
2 groups 28 32 29
3 groups 7 4 11
4 groups 0 4 3
All 5 groups 0 0 0

1UU 1UU 15U

Mean 1.3 1.3 1.4
Median i 1 1

"N" 'refers to unveighted N's of meals observed. All'percentages are
based on vetghted data.

a milk and milk products, grain products, fruits and fruit juices,
vegetables, and meats and meat alternates.

b fats and oils, baked goods, sweets, sweetened beverages and salty
snacks.
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SUPPORTING TABLB 14, DATA FROM MEAL AND SEELTP..R PROVIDERS

MEAN NUMBER OF SERVINGS FROM EACH OF 10 FOOD GROUPS
OBSERVED IN I,{BALS OFFERED BY SOUP KITCHENS AND SHELTERS,

BY TYPE OF

Type of Meal

Breakfast Lunch Dinner
(N= 45) (N= 135) (N - 128)

Food Group

Milk and Milk Products .7 .6 .8
Grains and Grain Products 2.0 1.7 2.0
Fruits and Fruit Juices .5 .3 .4
Vegetables .3 1.0 1.5
Meat and Meat Alternates 1.0 1.0 1.3
Fats and Oils 1.0 .6 .6
Baked Goods .4 .6 .5
5veers .3 .2 .1
S_eetened Beverages .1 .2 .3
Salty Snacks 0.0 0.0 0.0

Mean Number of Servings,
all Food Groups Combined 6.3 6.2 7.4

"N" refers to unweighted N's of meals observed. All figures are based
on weighted data.
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SU'PPORTI.NG TABLE 15, DATA FROM KEAL AND SRELTE_ PROV_DKES

ASSOCIATION BETVEEN SIZE OF PROVIDER
AND ESTIMATED AVERAGE NIIMBER OF CAI,OKIES PgR MEAL

(veighted percentages)

Provider Size
Serving Serving Serving Serving 'All Meal
10-25 26-50 51-99 100+ Providers

IN - 65) (N . 67) (N = 68) (N . 108) (N.308)

Estimated Average ,Number
of Calories Per Heal

Less than 500 I0 14 6 23 13

500-775 18 14 21 21 21

776-1078 26 24 22 27 25

1079-1525 16 25 47 25 28

More than 1525 30 13 4 4 13
IUU IUU I-C0 1-6'6 IUU

"N" refers to unweighted N's for meals observed. All percentages are
based on weighted data.
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DOCUMENTING TKE CItAR.A__ICS AND OTHEE

INTERVIEV RESPONSES OF HOMELESS PERSONS

Data about the characteristics of homeless individuals were obtained

through in-person interviews with 1704 users of meal and shelter services in 20

U.S. cities representative of all cities of 100,000 or more, and from 142 non-

service users found in parks, bus stations and other congregating sites in

those same cities. This study is the first to obtain national data from home-

less persons. The first table in this section compares the findings in this

study on selected variables to local and state surveys of homeless persons.

The next table presents the es'timates of population size for the service-using

homeless. Tables 3 through 11 show the findings for many characteristics of

the homeless, including demographic characteristics, service use patterns,

household composition, education, income and income sources, length of

homelessness and joblessness, health status, and sleeping patterns.

Tables 12 through 20 present detailed information about the eating pat-

terns, dietary intake during the day preceding the interview, and food sources

reported by homeless persons, comparing them to USDA recommendations for dieta-

ry intake where these are available.

Tables 21 through 25 show the differences on key variables between single

homeless persons and homeless persons in families (i.e., with at least one

child present).
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Tables 26 and 27 show the factors that influence eating patterns and die-

tary intake on the day before the interview, using regression analysis. Eigh-

teen factors are included, ranging from cash and in-kind resources including

food stamps, through demographic characteristics to patterns of service use and

prior institutionalizations.

Tables 28 through 30 give the comparisons between homeless individuals who

do use the services of soup kitchens and shelters, and those who do not use

these services.

Tables 31 through 33 show the differences between respondents interviewed

in New York City and those interviewed elsewhere, for all respondents and then

separately for homeless households with children and homeless households (usu-

ally a single person) without children.
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StIPPORT[ttC TABLE [, DATA FI:OH IIOHEI.F_SS
[NI3IV TDUALS

(][HPAR[_!_fi tip !_[PTIVE IVE[A F1TJHOTIIF_ S'Ill)IES

Urban Hlrre- L.A. L.A. Hhl tr, mlh Clnc In- H.uaa- Ft_I _[_tl

Study ed year lnetitute (:]dc.a_ npalhl []141 UC1A Qx_y, LI R._ltlaon_ :uti dnc. ett.q (ldo Detroit tUl.nld(_e G_J_ty, (17 C]dc;q_t_ _lttl¢

DatzOalleded (IgB1) (Ig_5-4_) (1965_86) (1966-415) (1986) (1986) (Ig_L1) (19ifa) ([965) (1994) (19_-&5) (19B.;_R5) (19fi5) (19_1) (1_,)

Se_ - :1:Hale 81 76 85 % ICl) 85 92 65 81 81 71 87 0 61 52

Race - ! r_w_Jdte 56 69 54 73 53 23 12 39 30 31 76 _O 27 59 _9

! ( 33 30 23 {x3b :)6 22 29 n.a. 29 t_Jb 35 (X- 31 67h 4] h 4q k

It _1-50 51 55 c 37e 45 55 t_8 n.a. 27d 38 ae _ 35) 67 2qe 6q c 23 I

Marital Statue
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Rt,,cat lin

I H.5. Otm!_mte
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, h,,,_th of _ Hrnetem
- I ( 3 Ilnttt_ 21 32 n.a. 55f 3_f 33 n,a. n.a. n.a. t_c_ n,a. 32g 13 31g n.,1.

I _ 12 silnthn t_7 39 n.m. 30 t_9 _1 n.h. 13 n.a. 27 n.a. 2B t_l 2BI

It ) /_ _ 19 13 n.a. n,a. 17h n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 8t n.a. 16I

I nf'cJ_ Maftnt en_ J

lC yes. nu_ _ 35 n.a. 15 16 I1 n.a. 2t_ 17 2t_ n,a. _ Icj 22 n.a.

Uo_l_.d for Pay La-qt

Ninth - 7- _ 2 5 39 36 312 20 18 n.a. n.a. 25 25 12 n,a. ri.a, n.a, n.a.

Iq_pondent$ from:
X -- X X -- X X .... X .... X ....

91 X X X X X X -- X X X X X X -- X
Street -- X X X -- X .... X X -- X X X - -
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SUPPORTING TABLE 1, DATA FROM BOHELESS INDIVIDUALS

SINGLE_-DAY AND F-DAY ESTIMATES OF
SERVICE-USING HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

AND OF THE CMILDREN HOMELESS VITB TEEM,
FOR MARCH 1987,

IN CITIES OF 100,000 OR tiORE
._

(N = 1704) :'

Period Covered by Estimate:

1 day 7 days
Estimates For Adults
(Weighted)

Number 110,334 194,017

95% Confidence
Interval + 34,534 + 81,893

Range

Lov 75,800 112,124
High 144,868 275,910

Estimates For Children
(Weighted)

Number 26,009 34,653

95% Confidence

Interval + 562 + 647

Range
Lov 25,447 34,006
High 26,571 35,300

Totals -- Adults and Children 136,343 228,670

"N" refers to unveignted N's.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 3, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

SEX, RACE AND AGE OF HOMELESS SERVICE USERS
(veighted percentages)

Homeless Individuals Who:

Only Use Only Use Use Both Shelters Total
Soup Kitchens Shelters and Soup Kitchens Sample
(N. 223) (N= 670) (N= 811) (N= 1704)

Total Sample 24 36 40 100

Characteristic
Sex
Hale 93 68 84 81
Female 7 32 16 19

15U 1UU 1UU 15U

Race
--_ack 40 35 47 41

White (not Hispanic) 43 51 43 46
Hispanic 13 12 7 10
Other 0 2 3 3

1UU 1UU 1UU 1UU

Age
18-30 20 32 35 30
31-50 65 47 48 51
51-65 11 17 17 16
66+ 4 3 0 3

l_ 1U6 1U6 1_

"N"'refers to unveighted da£a. Ail percentages are based on weighted
data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 4, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

COMPARISON OF SELECTED CI_C_STICS OF THE SERVICE-USING

HOMELESS TO THE U.S. POPULATION RESIDING IN MSAs

Percent of:

Service-using U.S. Population
Homeless in MSAs

Sex

Male 81 49

Race/Ethnicit_
Black 41 13

Hispanic 10 7

Age*

18-24 14 19
24-44 58 39

44-64 25 27
65+ 3 15

Household Composition
1-person households 83 25

Families headed by vomen 80 15

Source: Service-using homeless: Urban Institute survey data, N = 1704, all

percentages based on veighted data. U.S. Population in MSAs: Bureau of

the Census, State and Metropolitan Area Data Book, 1986, Table A. The MSA
population vas selected for comparison because it is the best available

source of national data for the urban population surveyed in the present
study.

* These age breaks are those used by the Census, vith percentages recalculated
to include only the adult (over 17) population. They differ from those
found in Table &-l, vhich parallel the age breaks used in most studies of
the homeless.

-23-



SUPPORTING TABLE 5, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

SERVICE USE PATTERNS OF BOMELESS ADULTS AND CEILDKEN

Bomeless Individuals Vho:

Only Use Only Use Use Both Shelters Total

Soup Kitchens Shelters and Soup Kitchens Sample
(N = 260) (N = 759) (N = 685) (N = 170_)

Adults

1-day estimate

Number 27,735 42,552 40,047 110,334

Percent 25 39 36 100

7-day estimate

Number 57,144 62,552 74,320 194,017

Percent 29 32 38 100

Children

1-day estimate

Number 513 20,799 4,697 26,009

Percent I 80 18 100

7-day estimate

Number 1,790 25,142 7,721 34,653

Percent 5 73 22 100

"N" refers to unveighted N's. The numbers in this table are veighted
numbers (national estimates), and the percents are based on them. See
Table 2 in this section for confidence intervals.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 6, DATA FROM BOM_LESS INDIVIDUALS

HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION, MARITAL STATUS AND EDUCATION
OF THE SERVICE-USING BOMELESS, BY THEIR PATTERN OF SERVICE USE

(veigh ted percentages)

Homeless Individuals Who:

Only Use Only Use Use Both Shelters Total
Soup Kitchens Shelters and Soup Kitchens Sample
(N= 223) (N= 670) (N = 811) (N= 170_)

Household
Composition

Single Persons
Males 83 64 79 75
Females 3 12 6 8

Families
(Children Present)

Female Beaded 1 15 5 8
Other (2-Parent,
or Male-Beaded) 1 3 0 2

Other Household
Types a 12 2 1 6

155 1U6 155 155

Marital Status

Currently married 18 7 9 10
Divorced/Separated 25 29 32 29
Widowed 3 10 3 5
Never Married '55 54 56 55

1U6 155 155 155

Education

Elementary (0-7) 16 9 5 9
Some ES (8-11) &9 32 40 39
Bigh School Graduate 23 31 39 32
Some Post ES 8 19 13 l&
College Graduate 3 9 2 5
Some Post College 0 1 1 1

1_ l_YO z55 155

"N"reiers to unveighted data. All percentages are based on veighted
data.
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sLrpPORTING TABLE 7, DATA FROM HOKELESS INDIVIDUALS

CURREh'r SOURCES OF INCOME AMONG THE
SERVICE-USING HOMELESS, BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

(weighted percentages)

(N = 1704)

Percent Vho Received Income From:

Food Other Hand-

Vorking AFDC GA SSI Stamps Benefitsa outs Otherb

Total Sample 25 5 12 4 18 7 17 31

Sex
Male 25 2 9 3 13 7 18 43
Female 18 17 28 8 37 6 9 32

Race
Black 19 7 16 3 20 6 15 34
Vhite 28 2 7 5 14 9 15 50

Hispanic 30 7 20 3 23 4 17 32

Age
< 30 33 9 15 2 18 3 21 46
51-50 25 4 11 4 18 4 17 46
51-65 9 1 14 5 19 17 10 24
66+ 12 0 0 19 3 65 1 2

Homeless with Child
Yes 23 33 33 2 _8 4 _ 26
No 24 1 10 4 14 7 18 43

Education
Less than

12 years 22 5 12 4 16 7 20 39
12 years or
more 26 4 12 3 19 7 16 45

"N" refers to unweighted data. All percentages are based on weighted
data.

a SSDI, Social Security, veteran's benefits, workers' compensation, unem-
ployment insurance.

b Received money from relatives, friends, trading or swapping things,
gifts, selling blood, other.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 8, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

R_ISTORY OF HOMELESSNESS AND YORK AMONG THE
SKEVICE-USING HOMELESS, BT PATTERN OF SERVICE USE

(veighted percentages)

Homeless Individuals Vho:

Only Use Only Use Use Both Shelters Total

.Soup Kitchens Shelters and Soup Kitchens Sample
(N. 223) (N . 670) (N = 811) (N . 1704)

Length of Current
Period of Homeless-
ness

< 1 month 5 14 4 8
2-3 months 10 16 12 13
4-6 months 30 16 l& 19
7-12 months 7 16 16 14

13-24 months 9 19 17 16
25-48 months 21 8 10 12
> 4 years 18 12 26 19

lb-O- lO'O-- luff' 1U6-

Mean (in months) 37 33 &4 39
Median(inmonths) 14 7 12 10

Months Since

Last Steady Job
<1month 0 & 1 2
2-3 non tbs 4 12 7 8
&-6 months 12 15 15 14

7-12 months 12 15 19 16
13-24 months 13 16 14 14
25-48 months 13 7 18 13
> 4 years 45 32 26 33

1U6- lOT- 155- 155-

Mean (in months) 67 42 40 48
Median (in months) 26 17 21 21

"N" refers to unveighted 'data. _{11 percentages are based on veighred
data.
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SUPPORTTNG TABLE 9, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

' P.ESPONBENT 'PERCEI_IONS OF HEALTH STATUS

Source of Data

Urban

Institute Rossi et al. Farr, et al. NCHS-national

national Chicago Los Angeles Lov-
(N.1704) (N=350) (N=322) All Income

"Would you say
your health, in
general, nov is:"

Excellent 14 18 22 38 28

VeryGood 17 .... 29 23
Good 35 46 30 24 28

Fair 25 25 36 7

Poor 13 11 12 3 20
1-6U 1'55 1-6U IUU

"N" refers to unveighted data. Both the Urban Inszitute and the Chicago

percentages are based on veighted data; the Los Angeles data are based
on unweighted sample N's. The national statistics are projections to

the U.S. adult population aged 18-64.

SOURCES: Rossi, Peter H., Fisher, Gene A. and Willis, Georgianna. The

Condition of the Homeless in Chicago. Amherst, MA: Social and Demographic
Research Institute, University of Massachusetts; Chicago, IL: National Opinion

Research Center (NORC), 1986. Farr, Rodger K., Koegel, Paul and Burnam,

Audrey. A Study of Homelessness and Mental Illness in the Skid Roy Area of Los
Angeles. Los Angeles, CA: Los Angeles County Department of Mental Health,
19_6. National Center for Health S_atistics. (1987b) Current Estimates from

the National Health Interview Survey: United States 1986. Washington, DC:
NCHS, Series 10, #164, for 1986 na£ional data fr°m the National Health

Interview Survey, adul£s aged 18-64. National Center for Health Statistics.

(1987a) Health United States: 1986. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing
Office, Table 39 for low-income population data from the 1985 National Health

Interview Survey, covering all persons 4-86+.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 10, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

PERCEPTIONS OF HEALTH AND REPORTED FrF3LLTMPROBLEMS

(weighted percentages)

(N = 1704)

Number of Health Problems Reported

None 44

1 problem 31
2 problems 11
3 problems 8
4 or more problems 7

IUU

Types of Health Problems Reported

None 44

Upper respiratory tract infections
(Colds, coughs, bronchit%s) 21

Arthritis, rheumatism, Joint problems 15
High blood pressure 15
Problems walking, lost limb, etc. 10
Heart disease/stroke 8
Problems vith the liver, jaundice 8
Anemia (poor blood) 6
Diabetes (sugar in the blood) a
Pneumonia 4
Tuberculosis 2

Other health problems 19

Institutionalization History

Mental Hospitalization 19
Inpatient Treatment for

Chemical Dependency 33
Jail for 5 or More Days 52
State or Federal Prison 24

All Institutionalizations
Combined - Percent with:

None 34
One 27
Two 21
Three 1_

·All four 4

"N" refers to unweighted data. Ail percentages are based on weighted
data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 11, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

SI.,EEP/_ST LOCATIONS USED BT SERVICE-USING HOMELESS PERSONS
Db'R_NGTHE 7 NIGETS PRECEDING THE INTERVIEV

(veighted percentages)

(N ,.1704)

Percent of Respondents Reporting Nights Spent At:

Number of Sheltera Streetb Someone's Apartment c
Nights

0 24 63 78
1 24 2
2 5 2 7
3 5 2 2
4 3 5 1
5 3 3 3
6 2 5 1
7 34 18 4

"N" refers to unweighted data. Ail percentages are based on veighted
data.

a Shelters for the homeless.

b Includes streets, parks, open areas, indoor public spaces, abandoned
buildings.

c Home or apartment of a family member, relative, friend, or someone else.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 12, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

REPORTED FREQUENCY OF EATING AMONGBONELESS
SERVICE USERS, BY PATTERN OF SERVICE USE

(veighted percentages)

Romeless Individuals Who:

Only Use Only Use Use Both Shelters Total

Soup Kitchens Shelters and Soup Kitchens Sample
'(N -223) (N - 670) (N - 811) (N . 170_)

Question

"Row many times do
you usually eat in
a day?"

Less than once 21 1 3 7
Once 27 23 37 30
Twice 40 36 39 38
Three times 8 31 18 20
Four times 2 8 2 4
> four times 2 1 1 1

1U6 155

'During the last 7
days, did you go a
whole day without
eating? Bow often?"

None 41 77 68 6_
One &O l& 12 19
Two 13 & lO 9
Three 5 I 8 5
Four or more 1 4 2 3

1U6 155 155

"Ever go without any-
thin_ to eat for two
or more days at a
time? Bow often?'

Never 51 72 62 63
Fey times a year 10 7 8 8
Once a month 3 5 9 6
Twice a month 9 & 6 6
Once a week 27 12 15 17

1UU 1UU 1UU 1U5

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All percentages are based on weighted
data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 13, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

PERCENT OF SERVICE-USING fIOMELESS INDIVIDUALS REPORTING
ABSENCE OF SPECIFIC FOOD GROUPS FROM THEIR DIET,

BY PATTEILN OF SERVICE USE
(weighted percentages)

Homeless Individuals Vho:

Only Use Only Use Use Both Shelters Total
Soup Kitchens Shelters and Soup Kitchens Sample
(N. 223) (N. 670) (N= 811) (N= i70_)

No Consumption of
Food Group During
Previous Day

Grain Products &4 23 25 30
Heat/Heat Alternates 19 17 24 20
Fruits/Vegetables 45 41 43 43
Milk/Milk Products 67 61 67 65
Miscellaneous Foods 50 31 31 36

No consumption of
any food 8 11 4 8

"N" refers to unweighted N's. All percentages are based on veighted
data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE .14, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

PERCEIVED m:3LLTHFUI_SS OF DIET

AMONG SERVICE-USING HOMELESS PERSONS

(weighted percentages)

(N = 1704)

Homeless Individuals Who:

Only Use 0nly Use Use Both Shelters Total

Soup Kitchens Shelters and Soup Kitchens Sample
(N - 223) (N = 67b) (N = 811) (N = 1704)

"In general, would
you say the health-
fulness of your diet
is . . ."

Excellent 2 17 5 9

Very good 7 12 8 9
Good 27 34 30 31
Fair 31 23 31 28

Poor 33 14 25 23

1-CO

"N" refers to unveighted N's. Percentages are based on weighted data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 15, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

SERUIC'E-USING HOMELESS PERSONS'

PERCEPTIONS OF FOOD SUFFICIENCY

(weighted percentages)

: (N = 1704)

Respondents from:
Urban Institute

study
Service- CSFII

Using Households of Households

Romeless All Incomes <76% of Poverty
'Which of the following best
desc¥tbes your situation in

terms of the food you eat?"

Get enough of the kinds
of food you want to eat 19' 70 31

Get enough but not always

what you want to eat 43 27 49

Sometimes do not get
enough to eat 19 3 15

Often do not get enough

to eat 19 1 5
1-65 1-5-6 t-55

Homeless Respondents (Urban Institute Study):
All Respondents Respondents Saying

_ometimes or Often

Not Enough
"How often do you find that

you do not have enough to eat?"

Every day 15' 38*

Every other day 11 31

Two times a week 6 17
Once a week 4 9

Several times a month 2 4
Less often than several

times a month 0 1

"N" refers to unweighted N's from this study. All percentages in col-

umns marked by an * are based on weighted data from the present study.

SOURCE: Mathematica Policy Research. (1987) Final Report for the Food and

Nutrition Service, USDA: Descriptive Tables Based Upon Herded Wave 1 Data for

the Core and Low-Income Samples of the 1985 CSFII. Washington, DC: Mathematica
Policy Research, Tabies 3.1.1 and 3.1.3.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 16, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

TOTAL NUMBER OF SERVINGS OF ALL FOODS
EATEN ON THE DAY BEFORE THE INTERVIEW,

AS REPORTED BY SERVICE-USING HOMELESS RESPONDENTS,
BY PATTERN OF SERVICE USE

Bometess Individuals Who:

Only Use Only Use Use Both Shelters Total

Spup Kitchens Shelters and Soup Kitchens Sample
(N- 223) (N- 670) (N- Bll) (N= 170_)

Number of Servings

First Quartile
(25Z are lover) 3 7 5 5

Median

(50% are lover) 6 10 B 9

Third Quartile
(75Z are lover) 9 14 13 13

Minimum 0 O O 0

Maximum 25 41 6B 6B

USDARecommendation* 15-25

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All _igures are based on veighted data.

* SOUl,CE: Human Nutrition Information Service, USDA. (1986) "Nutrition and
Your Bealth, Dietary Guidelines for Americans: Eat a Variety of Foods." Home
:nd Garden Bulletin #232-1, April 1986, p.3.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 17, DATA FROM BOHELESS INDIVIDUALS

PERCENT OF SERVICE-USING HOMELESS RESPONDENTS
WHO REPORT EATING FOODS FROM DIFFERENT FOOD GROUPS

BY PATTERN OF SERVICE USE
(weighted percentages)

_omeless Individuals Vho:

Only Use Only Use Use Both Shelters Total

Soup Kitchens Shelters and Soup Kitchens Sampllle
(N. 22'3) (N . 670) (N- 81I) (N= 170_)

Number of Food

Groups Reported
Present in Diet
from:

5 Core Groups a

No groups 8 12 12 11
1 group 9 6 8 8
2 groups 28 17 22 21
3 groups 41 27 31 32
4 groups 12 20 22 19
All 5 groups 2 18 5 9

1UU 1U6 155 155

Median Number

ofGroups 3 3 3 3

Additional 5 Groups k

No groups 42 15 25 29
1 group 38 /9 33 33
2 groups 17 26 28 24
3 groups 3 17 9 11
4 groups 0 3 5 3
Ail5 groups 0 0 0 0

155 155 155 155

Median number

ofgroups 1 1 1 I

"N" refers to unve_ghted N's. All percentages are based on ve_gn:ed
data. Due to rounding errors, all percentages do not sum to 100%.

a milk and milk products, grain products, fruits and fruit juices, vege-
tables, and meats and meat alternates.

b fats and oils, baked goods, sweets, sweetened beverages and salty
snacks.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 18, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

AVERAGE NUMBER OF SERVINGs PER FOOD GROUP IN ONE-DAY FOOD LISTS

REPORTED BY SERVICE USING HOMELESS PERSONS

(N = 1704)

Food Group · Average Number of Servings

Homeless USDA
Service Users Recommendations*

Milk and Milk Products .8 2

Grain Products 1.7 6-11

Fruits and Fruit Juices .5 2-4

Vegetables 1.1 3-5
Meat and Meat Alternates 2.3 2-3

Fats and 0ils .4 N/A

Baked Goods .5 N/A

Candy .5 N/A
Sweetened Drinks 1.2 N/A

Salty Snacks .I N/A

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All figures taken from interviews with

homeless individuals are based on weighted data.

* SOURCE: Human Nutrition Information Service, USDA. (1986) "Nutrition and

Your Health, Dietary Guidelines for Americans: Eat a Variety of Foods." Home

and Garden Bulletin #232-1, April 1986, p.3.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 19, DATA FROM HOKELESS INDIVIDUALS

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS' DAILY INTAKE

FROM GRAINS, KF.ATS, VEGETABLES AND FRUITS, MILK, MISCEY.I-_NEOUS FOOD

(weighted percentages)

(N - 1704)

Average Percentage of

Total Daily Intake

Food Group

Grain Products 20

Meat and Meat Alternates 28

Vegetables and Fruits 17
Milk and Milk Products 8
Miscellaneous Food 24

"N" refers to unveighted N's. Percentages are based on veighted data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 20, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

PERCENTAGE OF HOKELESS RESPONDENTS USING 9 FOOD SOURCES

DURING 7 .DAYS PRECEDING THE INTERVIEW,
BY NUMBER OF DAYS TEE SOURCE VAS USED

(weighted percentages)

(N - 1704)

Numbe'r"of Days Source Was Used:

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Source

Soup kitchen 36 18 9 5 5 5 5 18

Shelter where you live 49 6 5 5 2 2 2 30

Food pantry 95 3 1 1 0 0 0 0

Food wagon 95 . 2 1 1 1 0 0 0

Relative's or friend's 82 4 5 4 i 2 0 2

Grocery store 81 4 6 3 I 1 0 4

Restaurant, for pay 71 8 10 3 2 1 1 4

Restaurant, back door 92 3 2 1 0 0 0 1

Trash can 91 3 3 2 I 0 0 0

"N" refers to unveighted N's. Ail percentages are based on weighted
data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 21, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

DEMOGRAPHIC CRARA_STICS OF HOMELESS ADULT MEMBERS
OF FAMILIES, COMPA_ TO HOMELESS SINGLE ADULTS a

(weighted percentages)

Homeless Adults Who Are:

In Bomeless Families a Homeless

[Households with Child(ren)] by Themselves
Characteristic (N = 296) (N = 1408)

Male 12 88
Female 88 12

I55

Race
'--B-Iack 54 39

White (not Hispanic) 22 a9
Hispanic 20 9
Other 4 3

Marital Status

Currently married 23 9
Divorced/Separated 25 30
Widowed 6 6
Never Married 47 56

I'0'6

Where Lived Before
Becoming Homeless

House 31 31
Apartment 61 38
Room 4 22
Other b 4 9

I55

Number of Months Homeless:
Mean 14.6 41.3
Median 4.5 12.0

Number of Months WithOut

stead¥,J0b
Mean 43.4 48.3
Median 19.5 20.0

"N" refers to unweighted data. All percentages are based on weighted
data.

a In this study, any homeless household that includes at least one child
is referred to as a "family."

b Usually, an institution such as a mental hospital, halfway house, jail
or prison, detoxiftcation center or other treatment program.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 22, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

RESOURCES OF HOMELESS ADULT MEMBERS OF FAMILIES,
COMPARED TO HOMELESS SINGLE ADULTS a

(weighted percentages)

Homeless Adults Vho Are:

In Homeless Families a Homeless

[Households vith Child(ren)] by Themselves
Resource (N = 296) (N = l&08)

Food Stamp Receipt:
Nov 50 15

Beforebutnotnow 32 42

Neverreceived 19 43
zoo

Got Cash Last Month From:

Vorking 23 25
AFDC 33 1

General Assistance 33 10

Cash Income Last Month:

Mean $301 $146

Median $300 $ 64

Past 7 Days, Number of Nights

Spent in Shelters:
None 4 27

1 13 25

2-6 17 17

7 66 31
IU6

Past 7 Days, Number of Days Got
Meals fro m Shelter Vhere You Live:

None 43 50
1 3 6

2-6 18 15

7 36 29
IF6

Past 7 Days, Number of Days GOt
Meals from Soup Kitchens:

None 69 32
1 15 18

2-6 8 31
7 8 19

I55

"N" refers to unveighted N's. Ail percentages are based on veignced
data.

a In this study, any homeless household that includes at least one child
is referred to as a "family."
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SUPPORTING TABLE 23, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

PERCEPTIONS OF DIET AMONG HOMELESS ADULT MEMBERS

OF FAMILIES, COMPARED TO HOMELESS SINGLE ADULTS a

(weighted percentages)

Romeless Adults Who Are:

In Homeless Families a Homeless

[Households with Child(ren)] by Themselves
Question (N - 296) (N = 1_08)

"In general, would you say
the healthfulness of your
diet is ... "

Excellent 8 9

Verygood 7 10
Good 41 29
Fair 29 28

Poor 15 24
1-6U iUU

"Which of the following best

describes your situation in

terms of the food you eat?"

Get enough of the kinds

of food you want to eat 26 19

Get enough but not always

what you want to eat 45 42
Sometimes do not get

enough to eat 16 20

Often do not get'enough
to eat 13 19

l'UU !'U6

"N" refers to unweighted data. Ail percentages are based on weighted
data.

a In this study, any homeless household that includes at least one child
is referred to as a "family."
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SUPPORTING TABLE 24, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

REPORTED FREOUENCT OF EATING AMONG HOMELESS ADULT
MEMBERS OF FAMILIES, COMPARED TO HOMELESS SINGLE ADULTS a

(weighted percentages)

Homeless Adults Who Are:

In Romeless Familiesa Homeless

[Households with Child(ren)] by Themselves
0uestion (N . 296) (N = 1408)
"How many times do you

usually eat in a day?"

Lessthanonce 1 8

Once 19 31

Twice 39 38

Three times 32 20
Four times 8 4

> four times 1 1

IUD IUU

"During the last 7 days, did
you go a whole day without
eating? How often?"

None 84 62

One 9 21
Two 5 9

Three 1 5
Four or more 1 4

I5-6

NEver go without anything to

eat for two or more days at
a time? How often7"

Never 79 61

Few times a year 13 8
Once a month 2 ?

Twice a month 1 6

Once a veek 5 18

Contents of Diet on Day Before
Being Interviewed:

Number of Servings of All Foods:
Mean 8.5 9.1

Median 7.2 7.2

Number of 5 Core Food Groups:
Mean 2.9 2.6

Median 2.5 2.3

"N" refers to unveighted N's. Ail percentages are based on weighted
data.

a In this study, any homeless household that includes at least one child

is referred to as a "family."
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SUPPORTING TABLE 25, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

PROBLEMS F2KPKE=IENCED BY HOMELESS ADULT MEMBERS
OF FAMILIES, COMPARED TO HOMELESS SINGLE ADULTS a

(weighted percentages)

/

Homeless Adults Who Are:

In Homeless Families a Homeless

Problem [Households vith Child(ren)] by Themselves(N- 296) (N = 1408)

History of:
MentalHospitalization 11 20
Inpatient Treatment for

Chemical Dependency 12 35

Percent vith Neither 84 54

Percent vith Either 10 37
PercentvithBoth 7 9

I'0-6

Current Level of Depression/
Demoralization:b

Mean 17.5 16.6

Median 18.0 15.0

Criminal Justice Involvement:

Jail for 5 Days or More: 18 56
State or Federal Prison: 2 26

Percent vith Neither 82 40

Percent with Either 16 38
Percent vith Both 2 22

I%'6

All Institutionalizations
Combined -- Percent vith:

None 76 29

One 12 29

Tvo 6 22

Three 6 15

AllFour 0 5
IUU 1'5U

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All percentages are based on _eighted
data.

a In this study, any homeless household that includes at least one child

is referred to as a "family."

b As measured by the Depression Scale developed by the Center for
gpidemiological Studies, NINE, known as the CES-D. A score of 16 or

higher indicates need for immediate clinical atten:ion.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 26, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

FACTORS ASSOCIATED VITH FREOUENCY OF EATING
REPORTED BY SERVICE-USING HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

(standardized regression coefficients)

(N = 1704)

Dependent Variable: a

Daily No Eat Tvo Days
Independent Variables

Current depression/demoralization
(CES-D- high. more) -.135'* .240**** .139'

Gender (1-femaleO-male) -.171- -.312'** .311'*
Homeless household includes child .507*** .003 -.258*
Reported number of health problems -.226'** -.187'* -.029
Days/week eat at shelter .151-* -.052 -.068
Drug/alcohol trtmt. (1-yes; 0-no) -.110 .280'*** .068
Single (1=yes; O-no) .060 -.405**** .143
Food stamp benefit received -
$ per person/month (range=$0-$81) .162'* .048 .064

Months of homelessness .117' -.097 .022

Months sincelast steadyjob -.003 .015 .132'
Education .063 -.118. -.035

Age -.061 .111 -.168'
Repor:ed income/last 30 days .075 -.055 -.101
Minority status (I-yes; O.no) .061 .037 .030
Has a place to cook food -.087 -f015 .014
Receives income maintenance nov -.033 -.093 -.012

Mental hospitaliza. (1.yes; O-no) .085 .030 -.083
Number of servings of alcohol .019 -.043 .111

Adjusted E2 .373 .282 .148

"N" refers to unveighted N's. Regressions are based on veighted data.

a 'Daily' = number of times the respondent eats daily; higher = more.
'Noeat' = number of days vithout eating during past veek; higher = more.
'Tvodays' - frequency of going tvo days without eating; higher = more.

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; **** p < .0001
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SUPPORTING TABLE 27, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH DIETARY INTAKE

REPORTED BY SERVICE-USING HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

(standardized regression coefficients)

(N - 1704)

Dependent Variable:
Number of Number of

Number of Five Core Additional

Servings Food Groups Food Groups

Range . (0-68) (0-5) (0-4)

Independent Variables

Number of days ate at shelter .144. .145' .113
Receives income maintenance nov .154. .081 .230**

Food stamp benefit received -

$ per person/month (range. SO-S81) .208** .213.* .084
Months of homelessness .145' .252*** .067

Minority status (1-yes; O-no) -.156'* -.093 -.130'
Gender (1-female; O-male) .170 -.081 .296**

Age -.219'* -.074 -.014

Has a place to cook food -.162- -.109 -.070

Months since last steady job .041 .022 -.148.

Number of reported health problems -.095 -.149. .082
Current depression/demoralization

(CES-D - high - more) -.063 -.040 -.028

Mental hospitaliza. (lmyes; O.no) -.014 -.031 -.015
Number of servings of alcohol -.041 -.064 -.102
Education -.109 -.061 .006

Reported income/last 30 days .043 .039 -.010
Single (1.yes; 0mnO) .046 -.070 .191
Bomeless household includes child .034 .067 -.003

Drug/alcohol trtmt. (1-yes; O-no) .041 -.090 -.018

Adjusted R 2 .228 .258 .200

"N" refers to unveighted N's. Regressions are based on veighted data.

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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SUPPORTING TABLE 28, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

COMPARISON OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND OTEER,CHAEACTF_IST!CS:
NON-USER HOMELESS AND SERVICE-USING HOEELESS

(percentages)

: Non-Users Users
Characteristic (N = 142)a (N = 1704)b

i.

Sex -- % Male 89 81

Race -- Black 54 A1
White (not Hispanic) 34 46
Hispanic 9 10
Other 3 3

Age -- 18-30 21 30
31-50 55 51
51-65 21 16
> 65 3 3

1776 I55

Marital Status -- Z Never Married 49 55

Education -- % High School Graduate 45 52

Length of Time Homeless -- < 1 mo 5 8
2-3mo 9 13
4-6 mo B 19
7-12 mo 16 14
13-24mo 15 16
25-48mo 17 12
> 48 mo 31 19

IU6 1-0U

Length of Time/Last Steady Job --- < 1 mo 1 2
2-3 mo 5 8
4-6 mo 5 14
7-12mo 15 16
13-24 mo 14 14
25-&8 mo 20 13 .
> 48mo 40 33

iV6

Income Maintenance -- Z Receiving 9 20

Food Stamp Receipt -- % Nov 9 18
I Before 32 41
Z Never 59 41

a. No weight possible for non-users. Percents based on unveighted N's.
b- Percents based on weighted N's, as the best estimate for service users.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 27, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH DIETARY INTAKE

REPORTED BY SERVICE-USING BOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

(standardized regression coefficients)

(N = 170_)

Dependent Variable:
Number of Number of

Number of Five Core Additional

Servings Food Groups Food Groups
Range= (0-68) (0-5) (0-4)

Independent Variables

Number of days ate at shelter .144, .145, .113
Receives income maintenance nov .154' .081 .230**

Food stamp benefit received -

$ per person/month (range.$0-$81) .208** .213,* .084
Months of homelessness .145, .252*** .067

Minority status (l=yes; 0=no) -.156-* -.093 -.130'
Gender (1-female; O=male) .170 -.081 .296**

Age -.219'* -.074 -.014

Has a place to cook food -.162, -.109 -.070

Months since last steady job .041 .022 -.148,
Number of reported health problems -.095 -.149- .082
Current depression/demoralization

(CES-D - high - more) -.063 -.040 -.028
Mental hospttaliza. (1-yes; O-no) -.014 -.031 -.015

Number of servings of alcohol -.041 -.06& -.102
Education -.109 -.061 .006

Reported income/last 30 days .043 .039 -.010
Single (1-yes; O,no) .046 -.070 .191
Homeless household includes child .034 .067 -.003

Drug/alcohol trtmt. (1-yes; O-no) .041 -.090 -.018

Adjusted R2 .228 .258 .200

"N" refers to 'unveighted N's. Regressions are based on veighted data.

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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SUPPORTING TABLE 30, DATA FROM BOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

COMPAEISON OF FOOD AND NUTR/TION DATA:
NON-USER HOMELESS AND SERVICE-USING HOMELESS

(percentages)

Non-Users Users
Food Sources (N - 142)a (N = 1704) b

(Mean proportion of time food is
obtained from:

Providers 2 76
Purchase (grocery, restaurant) 20 12
Friends, Relatives, Handouts 29 6
Trash Cans 35 1
Other 14 5

Times Eat, Per Day -- < 1 15 7
1 51 30

. 2 27 38
3 6 20

>3 1 5
IS0

Number of Days in Last 7 Days Vithout Food

0 39 64
1 23 19
2 21 9
3 11 5
4 or more 7 3

165 '
Description of Diet

Get enough of vhat vent to eat 6 19
Get enough, but not what want 25 43
Sometimes do not get enough 30 19
Often do not get enough 40 19

i-0-6

Quality of Diet -- = fair 39 28
Z poor 39 23

No Consumption of Food Group
Durin_ Previous Day

Grains 42 30
Meats or Meat Alternates 37 20
Vegetables/Fruits 67 43
Milk and Milk Products 85 65
MiscellaneousFood 43 36

No Consumption At All Durinf Previous Day 13 8

a. No veight possible for non-users. Percents based on unveighted N's.
b. Percents based on vetghted N's, as the best estimate for service users.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 29, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

COMPARISON OF _K_LTH, MENTAL HEALTH AND INSTITUTIONALIZATIONS:
NON-USEE HOMELESS AND SKEV'ICE-USING HORELESS

( percentages )

Non-Users Users
(N = 142) a (N = 1704) b

Characteristic

HealthProblems-- None 39 44

1 26 31
2 16 11

3 10 8
4 ormore 8 7

1-5U iUU

Health Status -- % Fair or Poor 57 38

Mental Health Indicators

% Ever Attempted Suicide 31 21

% At or Above CES-D Cutoffof 16 70 49

% with History of Mental Hospitalization 27 19

Institutionalization

Incarceration in Jail or Prison

None 35 44

One 41 36
Both 24 20

Mental Illness or Chemical Dependency
Residential Treatment

None 47 57

One 37 34
Both 16 9

iUU: YOU:

% t;ith No Institutionalizations 28 34

a. No weight possible for non-users. Percents based on unweighted N's.
b. Percents based on weighted N's, as the best estimate for service users.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 31, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

COMPARING NEV YORK TO NON-NEW YORK RESPONDENTS, ALI,RESPONDENTS COMBINED
[weighted percentages (%) and means (M)]

NEW YORK OTHERCITIES ALL
N = 222 N = 1482 N=1704

Withchild(%) 22 8 10
% female 34 17 20
% <RS 58 46 48
Nevermarried(%) 75 51 55
White(%) 13 52 46

Foodstamps- Now(%) 34 15 18
- Before(%) 33 43 41

FS perpersonin household(M) $29 $63 S52
% spending no days in shelter 20 25 24
% spending7 daysinshelter 50 31 34

$ fromAFDC(%) 9 4 5
$ fromGA(%) 30 9 12
$ fromworking(%) 10 28 25

Diet - Fair (Z) 30 28 28
- Poor(%) 29 22 23

Situa - Sometimes not enough/eat 19 19 19
- Often not.enough/eat (%) 19 19 19

# times eat daily (M) 1.8 1.9 1.9
NOEATVK - none (%) 73 63 64
TVODAYS - none (%) 71 61 63
Number of servings (M) 7.6 9.4 9.1
Core 5 food groups (M) 2.2 2.8 2.7
Additional food groups (M) 1.0 1.3 1.3

$ last month (M) $253 $147 $162
$ per person last month (M) S186 S129 $137
# months homeless (M) 47.8 36.8 38.5
# days eat at soup kitchen (M) 2.9 2.4 2.5
# days eat at shelter (M) 2.2 2.8 2.7

Depression/demoralization (M) 19.4 16.2 16.7
Mental hospitalization (Z) 22 18 19
Drug/alcohol treatment (%) 35 32 33
Time in Jail (X) 48 53 52
Time in prison (%) 30 23 24
# types of institu. - 0 (Z) 35 34 34

- 1 (1) 29 27 27
- 2 (%) 14 22 21
- 3 (Z) 13 14 14
-4(X) 9 3 &

i "N" refers to unveighted N's. Ail figures are based on weighted data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 32, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

COMPARING NEV YORK TO NON-NEY YORK RESPONDENTS
RESPONDENTS WITH _I_ ONLY

[weighted percentages (%) and means (H)]

NEW YORK OTHER CITIES ALL
N = 76 N = 220 N = 296

% female 100 82 88

% < HS 67 43 51

Nevermarried(Z) 60 40 47

White(%) 6 31 22

Foodstamps- Now(%) 86 31 50

- Before(%) 12 42 32

FS per personin household(M) $29 S44 535
% spending no days in shelter 1 5 4

% spending 7 days in shelter 95 50 66

$ from AFDC (Z) 38 31 33
$ from GA (Z) 65 16 33

$ from working (%) 3 33 23

Diet - Fair (%) 29 28 29

- Poor (Z) 22 12 15

Situs - Sometimes not enough/eat 14 17 16
- Often not enough/eat (X) 18 11 13

EATDAILY(M) 2.3 2.3 2.3

NOEA/"4K = none (Z) 84 83 84

TVODAYS = none (%) 82 78 79

Number of servings (H) 7.2 9.2 8.5
Core 5 food groups (M) 2.6 3.1 2.9

Additional food groups (M) 1.1 1.5 1.3

$ last month (M) $422 $238 S301

$ per person last month (M) $182 $ 83 Sl17
# kids (M) 2.4 1.8 2.0
# months homeless (M) 19.2 12.1 14.6

# days est at soup kitchen (M) 0.8 1.1 1.0
days eat at shelter (M) 1.8 4.1 3.3

Depression/demoralization (M) 18.7 16.9 17.5

Mental hospitalization (Z) 11% 11% 11%
Drug/alcohol treatment (Z) 13 11 12

Time in Jail (X) 20 17 18

Time in prison (%) 0 3 2

# types of institu. - 0 (Z) 75 76 76
- 1 (Z) 13 11 12

- 2 (Z) 6 6 6

- 3 (Z) 6 7 6

- 4 (Z) 0 0 0

"N" refers to unweighted N's. All figures are based on weighted data.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 33, DATA FROM HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS
COMPARING NEW YORK TO NON-NE_ YORK RESPONDENTS,

RESPONDENTS WITHOUT CHILl)PER ONLY
[weighted percentages (%) and means (M)]

NEW YORK OTHERCITIES ALL
N = 146 N = 1262 N = 1408

% female 16 11 12
% <HS 55 47 42

Nevermarried(%) 79 52 56
White(%) 15 54 49

Food stamps - Now (%) 19 14 15
- Before (%) 39 43 42

FS per person in household (M) $29 $67 $59
% spending no days in shelter (%) 25 27 27
Z spending 7 days in shelter (%) 38 30 31

$ from AFDC (:) 0 1 1
$ from GA (%) 21 8 10
$ from working (%) 12 27 25

Diet - Fair (%) 30 28 28
- Poor (X) 31 23 24

Situa - Sometimes not enough/eat 20 20 20
- Often not enough/eat (1) 19 19 19

EATDAILY(M) 1.7 1.9 1.9
NOEATWK= none(1) 69 61 62
TVODAYS = none (1) 67 60 61
Number of servings (M) 7.8 9.3 9.1
Core 5 food groups (M) 2.1 2.7 2.6
Additional food groups (M) 1.0 1.3 1.2

$ last month (M) $193 $139 S146
$ per person last month (M) $187 $133 S140
# months homeless (MO 55.9 38.9 41.3
# days eat at soup kitchen (M) 3.5 2.5 2.7
# days eat at shelter (M) 2.3 2.6 2.6

Depression/demoralization (M) 19.6 16.1 16.6
Mental hospitalization (I) 25Z 19Z 20
Drug/alcohol treatment (X) 41 34 35
Time in jail (Z) 53 57 56
Time in prison (Z) 39 24 26
# types of institu. - 0 (l) 24 30 29

- 1 (%) 34 28 29
- 2 (%) 16 23 22
- 3 (%) 15 15 15
- 4 (%) 12 4 5

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All figures are based on weighted data.
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SUPPORTING TABLES DO_ING PATTERNS OF

RECEIPT AND USE OF FOOD STAMPS BY HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS

The following four tables provide supporting evidence about homeless per-

sons' receipt and use of food stamps. The first table shows characteristics

associated with current receipt of food stamps, indicating that receiving in-

come maintenance (from either AFDC, GA or SSI) and having a mailing address are

the factors most strongly associated with current receipt of food stamps among

homeless households. The second table indicates the ways that homeless

individuals use their food stamps. Since households with mailing addresses are

more likely to get food stamps, the third table explores which homeless

households have a mailing address, which do not, and whether or not they are

food stamp recipients. The final table looks at whether or not homeless

households have a place to cook food, and how this differs by whether they do

or do not get food stamps and whether or not they are a homeless household.with

a child.
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SUFPORTING TABLE 1, FOOD STAMP USE AND RECEIPT

INDMDUAL CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED
VITI_ CURRENT RECEIPT OF FOOD STAMPS:

BINOMIAL LOGISTICAL ILEGRESSION RESULTS

(N - 1704)

Binomial Logistical

Independent Variable Re_ression Coefficient

Receives income maintenance nov .455***

Has a mailingaddress .109'**
Drug or alcohol institutionali-

zation (1-yes; O-no) .082'*

Minority status (1-yes; O-no) .047*
Homeless household includes children .087

Has a place to cook food -.036

Reported income for last 30 days -.000
Age .001
Education .O09

Gender (O-male; 1.female) -.007
Single-person household -.059

Length of time homeless -.000

Length of time since last steady job -.002

Adjusted CES-D (current depression/
demoralization -.009

Mental hospitalization (1.yes; 0=no) -.043
Number of days ate at shelter -.046

Number of servings of alcohol -.004

Number of reported health problems .002

Log-likelihood - -494.76, Chi-Squared . 370.70, p < .0001

*** p < .0001

** p < .001

* p < .05
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SUPPORTING TABLE 2, FOOD STAMP USE AND RECEIPT

FOOD STAMP USE AMONGTEB HOMELESS

(weighted percentages)

(N - 1704)

Homeless Individuals Who Received Food Stamps:

At Time of Survey In The Past
(18% of total) (42% of total)

Reported Uses of
Food Stamps

Buy food at grocery stores 84 96
Purchase meals-at restaurants 13 1
Stamps go directly to residential

program 14 7
Sell them for cash 6 17

Stamps get lost or stolen 6 10
Other 3 1

"N" refers to unweighted data. All percentages are based on weighted
data. Percents sum to more than 100 due to multiple responses.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 3, FOOD STAMP USE AND RECEIPT

HOMELESS HOUSEHOLDS REPORTING A MAILING ADDRESS,
BY FSP PROGRAM brA/q/S, PRESENCE OF A CHILD,

AND TYPE OF SERVICE THEY USE

(weighted percentages)

(N = 1704)

Homeless Individuals Who:

Only Use Only Use Use Both Shelters Total

Soup Kitchens Shelters and Soup Kitchens Sample
(N = 260) (N. 754) (N. 685) (N= 1704)

Percent with Mailing Address

Current Food Stamp
Recipients (N-415)

Ail Households

Currently Receiving 68 77 87 85

Households With

I Child __a 86 92 88

Households Without

a Child 67 70 85 77

Not Currently Receiving
Food Stamps (N=1289)

All Households Not

Currently Receiving 33 56 50 47

Households With
a Child 3 64 66 61

Households Without
a Child 33 55 49 46

All Homeless Households 35 61 57 53

#N" reiers to unveighted N's. AIl percentages are based on weighted
data.

a Cell size too small for analysis.
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SUPPORTING TABLE 4, POOD STAMP USE AND RECEIPT

HOMELESS HOUSEHOLDS REPORTING A PLACE TO COOK POOD,
BY FSP PROGRAM STATUS, PRESENCE OF A CHILD,

AND TYPE OF SERVICE THEY USE

(veighted percentages).

(N = 1704)

Homeless Individuals Who:

Only Use Only Use Use Both Shelters Total
Soup,,.KitchensShelters and Soup Kitchens Sample
(N= 260) (N= 759) (N= 685) (N= 170_)

Percent vith Place to Cook Food

Current Food Stamp
Recipients (N = 415)

Ail Households

Currently Receiving 42 50 29 40

Households Vith
A Child __a 87 74 84

Households Vithout
a Child 39 20 21 23

Not Currently Receiving
Food Stamps (N . 1289)

All Households
Currently Not Receiving 37 28 30 32

Households Vith
A Child __a 49 36 48

Households Vithout
a Child 37 26 30 30

All Homeless Households 38 34 30 32

"N" refers to unveighted N's. All percentages are based on veignt=d
data.
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SECTION A

!,_.?crRl--uITY_FIC_(I_
ACT OF 1986 (P.L. 99-570)

OF I'KEP_ _ BY
FOOD _ RZCiPI_qrS



IP.L ta-STI LAWS OF' HIh CONG._nd BESS. IcL 2'/ Oct. 27 ANTI-DRUG ABUSE ACT OF Igdl P.I~ 99-57O
Bec. 10001 Sec. II00l

ItC. tlMML IPROFIlIITION Of' POaSLqSlOPi. NANUIrACTURL gALE. AND reside [except that such establishments ·nd shelters may only
IMPORTATIONOrIALLISTICIUqlVIr. S. request voluntary use of food stamps by such individuals end

may not request such households to pay more Ihsn the average
The Act entitled "An Act to prohibit tho Introduction, or menu- east of the Food contained in · meal served by the establishment

lecture for Introduction, into intorotato commerce of switchblade or shelter)".
I q USC lilt. knives, and For other pulqpemm" (IS u.qc. 1232 ·t seq) h emended (bi DEFINITION OF Jlous£HoLO._The last lenience of section :Ifil of

by addinll It the end the followinlK such Act (7 U.S C. :JOl2(ill is amended by inserting after "battered
Il USCIllS. 'Sec. I. (al Whoever knowinll! _PaNSies. manufactures, sells, or women and children," the following: "residents ofpublic or privale

Importa Rballistic knife sludl be _med il provided In Utle lB, United nonprofit shelters for individuals who do not reside in permsnent
8mLeo Code, or imprisoned not more thin i_? Y??. or both. . dwellings or have no fixed mailing addresses, who ere otherwise

"(1btWhoever pommmes mr meed a Imllistic Juntfe tn the commisaton
el'· Federal earSlam crime d violence sh_l be fined u provided In eligible for coupons,".lc) DEFINITION OF' I_LrTAILFOOD STOnr.--$ection 3tkX21 of' such Act
Ulle 18, United gJ.aU_ Gods, or Imprisoned Lot Im than five ye·rs I'1 U SC. 2012lkt(2)) is amended by striking "·nd 18)" and inserting
and not more than ton ye·rs. It both. . _ _ .

'*(el T_e ttcepl]ona provided In parafrapna (I), (2), and (3) au In lieu thereof "18). ·nd 19)".
Mctinn 4 with respeO, la ewitthbl·de knivm shall apply la bellhtic (d) PARTICIPATION or F._'TAaLISHMENT_AND SIIELTrRI --Section 9 ofsuch Act (7 US C. 20)9) is amended by ·ddinlr ·t the end thereof the
knives under 0utmmt]on (al of rids section.

**(djAa used In this oectlon, the term '1_dlistic knife' means a knife Following new subsection:
with It detacheabto bt·d· that la propelled by · sprinll_perlted "(gl In an area in which the Secretary. in consultation with theInspector General of the Department of AIrriculture, finds evidence
mechlmisnL#' , that the participation of In establishment or shelter described in
IFC. tNeI. IdOIdMAILAIIIIUTT air BALLISqrlc ENIYI::S. section 31gl(al damages the program's integrity, the Secretary shall

limit the participation of such establishment or shelter in the food
Section 1715 of Utlea 18, United States Code, b ·mended by Insefi..

Ins afieeRUbSeetlen (Ih)and.before the first undealgnoLed paragraph stamp program, unlesa the establishment or shelter is the onlyestablishment or shelter serving the ·rea."'.aflter itek subsection mt !OtlOmnlc. . .
"IIXD Any baJlbfic knife shall be subject to Lhe lama restr!ctio.nx lei REtJrMI"TIOH or CouPogs.--The first sentence of section 10 of

and ponaJUIm p_ under subsection (11)for knives descrit)ea In such Act (7 US C. 2019) is amended--
the firit mneeneeellhit subsection, ti) by strikinf out "lad" After "battered women sad chil

"ID Al used In thb luborction, the term 'ballistic knife' means I dren,'*: ·nd
Imlfe with I deLecheble blade that is propelled by · sprinl-opersted (2! by insertinl s!_er "blind residents" the followinlr ", and
mechlnism.", public or private nonprofit establishments, or public or private

nonprofit shelters that feed individuals who do not reside in
Il USC Ills lice. Iai. I:_YII: DATIL permanent dwellinfs and individuals who have no fixed mailin E

The amondmento meade by fab floe shall taxa effect 30 days xRer addresses".
the data al'innermost ofthb Ut_·. (_l! The ·mendmenLs made by this section shall become effective. £rr,.,., date

and be implemented by issuance of final regulations, not later th_ln Relulal*on"
HMMIm, TITLE: II--HOMELESS ELIGIBILITY CLARIFICATION ACT April I, 1987. : u_' 209: _o,.
_,_tily (21 Not later than September 30, 1988, the Secretary of Agra. field,ri
Cl&fd_atietl ItC. IIStl4,IIIOrlrTITLJL culture shall submit to the Committee on AgTiculture of the ]louse
Act of Representatives ·nd the Committee on A_ricullure. Nutrition,
1 USCNII ail& This title may be cited afl tho *'Homxlesa Elllltbllity C'N·rific·tion

Act*' ·nd Foreslry of the Senate a report that evaluates the program
· ' established by the amendments made by this section, including any

Subtitle A--Emerlency Food for the Homeless proposed lefislative recommendations.
(3l The amendments made by this section shall cease to be eff_c.

· II:C. lint MEALS glEIt¥1L"DTO HOMELESS JNDI¥IDUA_ tire after September 30, 1990.
(·) DEnNrnON or Foon.--SectJon 8(g) of th· Food Stamp Act of

1971 17 USC. tOl_(]gJlla amended-- Subtitle B--Job Tralnlnr tar the Ilomeless
ii) in clause (lt, bdy strikes out "and (dr* ired Inserting In lieu

thereof "lll). and (9) ; . SEC IllOI JOB TRAINING FORTIIEIIOMEL£SS,
121by striking our"and' at the end ofcJause (7);,and la) GoVl_ltNOa'S COORDINATION AND SPECIAL SI_RViCr.s PL.AH To
13) by Ins?tillS before the Period It the end _thereof the

followinl_. , lind (9) in the _ of households th·! do not hesse INctupt IIoM_t.r..ss --lit Section 1211hl(li of the .Job Training Part.
nership Act 120 USC 1531(bm!)t Bs amended by inserting afLcr :',b_ t',uin Perm,mint dwellipp Ired households that have no fixed

mailing,ddresseJ.ene·!s prepared for Lqd Served bi, · public or ' rehabditation agencies" I comma and the following: "pTngrams [eT
private nonpro(it establishment Iepproved by in appropriate the homeless".
State or local Iqcency) that (ends such individuals end b_, · 12J Section 121tcx3) of the Job Training Partnership Act i,
public or private nonprofit sheller (approved by an approprlaLe emended hy in'_erl_nK after "offenders" · comma and the [olJowmg
_taLe or lc)cd iq_ency) in which such households brmporarily "homeless individuals"

100 STAT. 3207-167 100 STAT. 3207-168
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'._s sec-uonof the FEDERAL REGISTER authorization to accept food stamps food stamps. Thus. while the rule may
-':_ns ;eguJatoryOocurnents_wng effective March 11.1987. affect a substantial number of small
_,e_aJa_caolbty ancl legal ettecL most AIl other provisions of this action are entities, the effect on any one enmy will

vr_'_n sue keyed to arl_ COCtd_ld tn effective August 2.1988. not be significant.
_.o Cocle at Faders Reguta_na. wn_..nia The pro',nsions of this action cease to
:ut_usJ'_dun_ 50 t,n,tespursuant to 44 be effective afterS eptember 30,lg90. Papens'ork Reduction Actal.S.C. 1,510.
.,ne C.,O_a O( Fe'o_lkl Ra_labor_ B _ FOR ISlJRT1,4EIRINFORllta. TION CONITAC_. The reporting and recordkeeping
:.y me .Suma_tenclento! Documents. Questions regarding this rulemakin 8 requirements contained in Part 278of
_,,ces of new books sue ksted _ me should be addressed to Russ Gardiner. thisrule which permit hometes: meal
,s: FEDERAL REGISTERma_e of macJn ^cting Chief. Administration and Design providers to accept food stamps and to
_' Branch, Food Stamp Program, 3101 Park redeem such stamps through wholesale

' Center Drive, Alexandria. Virginia food concerns have been approved by
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 7.2302.or by telephone at (703)756-3383. the Office of Management and gudizet

$UPtI_LEMrd_rAMYINFORMATION: tOff,B} under the Paperwork Reduction
Act. The OMB approval numbers for

:Odd ·nd NutriUon Service Executive Order 12231 these requirements are 0584-00,".,6
CFR Parts 271,272., 273, 274, ·nd 278 This rule has been reviewed under [278.1[b) and th]. 27B.3[a)). ·nd 0554-

Executive Order 17.2.91and Secretary's 008.5[Z78.4{c]).
,_ Ns. 3O4l Memorandum No. 1512..1.and has been B·ckgmund

classified non-maior.
;Odd Stamp Program: Purchase of The effect of this action on the On March 11.lg87.'the Department
Prod·reel Me·is Dy Homel·ea Food econom_;will be Jessthan Si00 million` published an interim ruiemaking at 5-"
Stamp Recipients _ and it will have an insignificant effect FR 7554. which implemented the food
_c,:,,cw:.Food and Nutrition Service, on costs or prices. Competition, stamp-related amendments of the
:SDA.. employmenL investmenL productivity. Homeless Eligibility Clarification Act.

and innovation will remain unaffected. Pub. L 99-570. That Jaw provides _at
,-c'_ow: Final rule and technic,a] There will be no effect on the homeless food stamp ret:pleats
amendments, competition of United States-based (including newly eligibte ms,dents of
su,-,Ma_Y: On March 11.1987.the enterprises w_ foteq_-based temporary shelters for the homelessJ
Department published an interim enterprises, may use'their food stamps to purchaseprepared meals served by an authorized
-uiemaking at 52 FR 7554which Exeoativ· Order 3Zg'J2 public or private nonprofit
:ovided that effective not later than The Food Stamp Program is listed in establishment, approved by an
,pal 1. lag?. homeless food stamp the Catalog of Feder·l Domestic appropriate State or local agency, that

.ecipients {including newly eligible feeds homeless persons. This rule putsAaaiattnce under No. 10.551:For the

.'esidenLsof temporary shelters for the reasons set forth in the Final Rule and those provisions into fmal regulatory
:omeless) may use their food stamps to ret·ted Notice to 7 CFR P·rt 3015, ' form,

ourchase prepared meals served by tn Subpart V (4_ F'R2_J,15),this program ia The Department received a total of 30
_uthonzed public or priv·te nonprofit excluded from the s_.ope of Executive comment Letters on the interim
stablislunenL approved by an tuiemakln8. All comments received
appropric, te State or local agency, th·t ' Order l=rr'z which requires
Feed_homeleu persona. 'The tuJe_ tntergove,rn.mental consultationWph - were reviewed and given fullState am:[ local officials, consideration for inclusion in this final
wes based upon the provisions of the ruiemaking. The major concerns raised
Homeless _isibilit 7 Cl·ri_cetion Act,' RetlulatmT Fle_bill_ Act by the conunenters are discussed below.
Pub. L No. 99-570, T_tJeXL 100 Sial _ Fma.tr'ule hal tiao been reviewed Conunents whic.b are not relevent to the
_,ZOT-167[19&6)[hereinafter. "Pub. I. 99- with regard to the requirements of the fmal rulemaking or which address issues
_70'1. This ['mai action implements as ReBut·tory Flexibility Act of 1980 ($ not related to the rulemakin8 process
inaI regulations the provisions of that U.S.C. 801 et meq.). Anna Kondrata_, . are not discussed.
steam rulemakmg, tn addition, Administrator of the Food and Nutrition Tec/znic_/_.mengmen_
ech.,ucal amendments are included to Service. h·s certified that thi. t'mal nde
:affect a typographical error ·nd to will not have · signfficant impact on a Technical amendments are being
3rrect cross references to certain substantial number of small entities, made to 7 CFR Z73,2'74and 278of the
.rovisions affected by the interim rule. State and local welfare agencies au'e cu.,Tentrules. Ln the interim rule. several
.IT'Ll: The provision contamed in this ·ffected to the extant that they regulatory paragraphs were
LcLtonwhich adopts, es t'maL interim ad.mJ_usterthe program. Public or redesignated. At that Lime. the
_rovzsionspubPShad Match 12. 198,7. pnvate nonprofit meal providers will be Department inadvertently failed to
_c.Judin_ the correction of a affected because of _banges which will redeszgnate several cross references to
v"_egrapt'ucalerror to t _'8.2. is allow them to accept food stamps in these paragraphs Lnother pans of the
_iective retroactive to April 1. 1987. paytaent for meals _rved to homeless rule. To correct this error, amendments
_owever. as stated in the Match 11, [0o4:[st·m.p recipients. The rule wiU abm ere made to the followmg sectzons:
g_," interu'n ruts. homeless meal affect retail food stores and wholesale 7 CFR 2T'_.l{b](2](ii]
_ro,,aderscould submit appiacations for food concerns wbic.h accept and redeem 7 CFR _"3.7[b][1 ][vd)
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CFR273.8(c)(3} ' ' '" -' ":";" ' authorization of homeless meat would be responsible for the approval
CFP.273.9(b)(4) -. _ .'. .... ' ' providers to co[ttinuous)¥ operating process.' As stated knthe preamble to :b.u
CFR 2."3.9(b)[5J{i) . shelters, thus excluding soup kitchens March 11.1907 intcrim rulem:,kinm the
CI-'I_.272,.11[i) r · ·, · wtfich are typically less established and Department's policy is not meant tu
ETR 274.2(h}{1} · - ' __.,_...... easily started and stopped. The impose-any significant burden on the
ZI-':"R274.3(cj(1} · - · Departmel'{{ believes that Congress establishment or shelter, or on thc
in addition, the Department is making ..,,eintended to include soup kitchens as responsible State or local agency. The
technical amendment to correct an ,:' , · homeless meal providers, The pertinent,- purpose of approval is to ensure that the
rot in spelling in 7 CFR 278.2,[b).---; "'. '. statutory language refers-to "public or ..,:- establishment is-in [act se_ing meals to

i meal t'o' " ti -7 .... ' '_" private nonprofltestob/ishmentFs]" the homeless.": :pc o] n--a,ec onsz .l.zono . . a 'a is ''-
..... -,... ,.. ; '.;_ [Pub. L 99-570. s.,l1002( ]} temps s - As stated in the rule, the appropriate
o._ .":: ...... ': ·_ .... :?.':' !, ,' added.]. The Department believes that it .... State or local agency' shall approve , -, ..
Four comments wets received '[-..:.:,-.;., would be difficult to interpret the,term ,--, establishments and shelters serving the
[dressing the implementation · ,...-::,,,:._:: "establishment': in a manner that would:. ': .homeless upon sufficient evidence, as ' ·
·nc[rames mandated by the intertm.,_ _j,i_.exclude soupkitchens. Th_. ' ,.:'.' '-,'.'-. determined'by the agency, that the -:
ts. The commas[ers felt that the ;,...:.. -J.Deparlment's conclusion in this matter..:-:, establishment or shelter does in fact
pintoes[at[on date of April l. 3os7,::,',;..: ia supported by the legislative history....:. ,_,serve meals to homeless persons." 52 FR
_s too soon and/ur unrealistic.. ,' :., ..:..'.-£g. 13l. Congressional Record s15347,... "7554,'7557 [codified at ? CFR 2?-".9).The
_wever. the implementation date was,....- [daily ed..October ?.1986) (statemen_..-..._ Department dues not believe it would b_
reda[ed by Pub. L. 99-.570.Therefore,' .. ' of Senator Helms and Senator · ". -- . in the best interest of homeless toed
: Department had no discretion to.... ..; Domes[cji. Like alt establishments stamp recipients not st State or local.

ange that date. In addition,.th.e.' _..... seeking authorization, soup kitchens .--agencies to impose additional approval
plementation dates for this : would still have to meet applicable ..... criteria. Because the approval process is
emakin8 have passed and the issue.i.s..,_ eligibility criteria. The interim. ' not meant to pose an undue burden on
longer £elevant to this Iinal...rule.' .... provisions de[in[ag a homeless meal . either the State or local governments or

........ ' ' provider are adopted as final without . the homeless meal providers, the
/iai(ions--Section 272,2 ' ':' -. · change. -'. . '. Department does not believe that itrive comments addressed the '
,rinition of a homeless food stamp · <:. ' 'State/local Agency Approval of ..... , :- would be appropriate to require
,Lsehold.The commas[ers tel[ the :-: ": ' Homeless Alee/Prowder_--3ecu'on ., systematic, ongoing monitoring: of

ms "fixed mailing address" and ' :i ',.: 272-,9 , . · . homeless inert providers by the
:rmanent dwelling should be ;'-"- i :. Fourteen commenters addressed the ": approving authority. However, the
rifled and/or expanded to include" ""- provision requiring State and/or local ' ' responsible agency should be alert to
ividuals or families in, hotels without' Jl 'agencies to approve homeless meal: · any information or evidence that the
)king-and cold st0rage lac[lit[es. With" providers poor to their authorization tO' ". provider is no longer serving homeless

_ctment of PUb.L. 100-77 on July.'2,_,i:'j. I accept food stamps. A maturity st the ' persons. II this is [sand to be the case.· . [' ' ·

:essary. Title VIII, Section 801,st Pub.; g · '. the interim rule requinng Slate or local
,OD-,'"7amends section 3 of the Food ', ? the approval process ior various - - -
mp Act to establish a'statutory :' ".'/".'_ reasons, including an anticipated ' · agency approval of homeless meal
in[tiaa of "homeless individual". The ' ' increase tn burden on the agencies. : providers ar,eadopted ·s final with no
lute defines a homeless individual as" Several commenters requested that the % cl'_nges. ' .,
individual who lacks · f'u_edand ' ".:' Department be more spedlic about -, Certr_icotiono/'lle_ident_ o/Home'c_s
_lar nighttime residence or an .... :., atandm'ds to be used. Two commentere $helter_-._ec:ion ,_?3.J(ej($]
ividu,a! whose primary nighttime ' ;,'. ' au&tlested that State approval"
dance is: 1) A homeless shelter or ,.'-,',_ requirements be etrer_thened to include Five commentate adcL-essed the
[are hotel: 2) · halfway houu or '_..'. ,' compliance with fire. health, safety. ' provisions related to the certification of
ilar institution that provides .... :._ zoni,_ and other similar r.odes. and two :' the newly eligible residents of shelters
,porary residence for iadivid_a_,; 3] a .. proposed that State a!!endes be required: for the homeless. One commas[er
_porary accommodation tn the "'% .'::;,;.to monitor the operations or homeless , applauded the provision which expands
dance of ·no[her Lndividual: or 4) in :"., 'meal providers in addition to approving the Food Stamp Program to another
ace not designed for. or 0nlinarily_:[':'_.;' them. Three commentets felt _at t:he_. : category,st homeless persons. Theremain[n8 four commenters questioned
d as, a regular sleeping ' ..... ' ........... Department should assume .... ·
ommodationfor human beings (a :'._:"::' responsibility for approving homeless ..... ,. the provision as follows. "
way. a bus station, a lobby or.... _ :'"' meal pro_,,iders u part of its retailer '",-.i"' Some commenters requested '
ilar places}. The de,nit[on st I' il;'' '' :' _; :' ' I u _ 0 d_ _ 0 n P_ _ss- One commenter ' "cart[tiaa[ion policy clarifications. One
_eless individual is consistent'with; .... &sked for clarification st the ' .... .'-';: - asked whether the nonpro[it status of a
Congressional intent surrounding ' '" circumstances trader which a State · ' 'i. , homeless shelter must be verified prior
ctment of the Homeless Eligibility'"" ':"agency can rescind approval eta meal '''_' ' to car[ilion[ion of one of its residents, ii
· · · " -:' "':' "' rovider; '"" """ '" ' ' ' .... ; ',- -.,- the shelte r is not authorized as a

nbc.atlas Act enacted ,m19,_. , ,.., :, p....... ,..... ,_-,,, --tabli.shments "homeless meal provider. The In[sram
refo."e, in an interim rule pUOllsneG -lilt fWqmSG--&_;_ _u, q_.- ..

_eptember _. IS07 0t52 FR 36390, '" be approved by State or localagencies-'- rule did not change program
Department amended ? CFR 2.71.2to' ' is mandated by Pub. I. 9g-$70, The requirements with regard to var[hca[ion.
ave the definition or homeless food ' Department has no discretion to change ' State agencies should continue to apply
np t-,=uset'.oidand add the statutory ' · that requirement. We note that the ' - "· their normal verification requirements. '
,si[ion st homeless individual. ' ...... interim rulemakin8 was designed to - '" Lncludin8 cpuonal veri[_c,at_on
)ne commas[er proposed that the" .... provide maxim_"n flexibility to State ' ' consistent with [sod stamp regulations.
_ar:ment change the definition st .. agencies with regard to designaLmg ' [.,gee.7. C_R :73.2.1_)Another
ac:ass meal provider to limit the ' . watch State or Loc,at Eoverament agency "oarsmen[er reque_.tedLh:t t,".e
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Department clarify whether residents of of a home]ess person's food stamp rule deafly states that use of coupons
homeless sheilerJ are _hg2ble to .allotment in $1 coupons. The objections ' by the homeless to purchase meals must
' ar·spate m the Food Stamp Program if cited inciuded the belief that such a be vo]u.ntar3'. The ruie a16o spec:_es thai
:_e sheber is not an authorized meal policy.would be administratively meal providers are sublect to the same
-rowde_. The eligibility of residents of burdensome..would endanger recipient basic requirements for parucipation as
:omeless shelters is not dependent upon safety, and would c.reate storage retailers, and, like r
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:n:y requested clari,r'lcation o[ who pressure to donate" by meal pro_ idu:s others ia similar circumstances have the
s: verify that a homeless meal : ' is grounds for disqualification. One option to cat free or make payment in
,veer :s nonprofit. Each applicant commenter felt that thc meat pri_;ing some way. then homeless food sl;m_p
al pray,de must provide guidelines contradict the ca,-h c.ha:l_e recipLunt._ must be givcn tike same
cementation of nonprofit status to the provisions and another recommended option. These provisions arc clearly
S field office at thc time the meal ' ' ,that the Department require meal enfcr.:e:_Tolcunder the regulaticns which
rider application is processed, providers to display a sign adviail:g subject retailers, including meal
ne Department believes that the ' ". clients of appkicable rules, their rigkts. · providers, to penalties and
:rim rule provisions as they pertain to - and the appropriate Stale agency. - disqualification for failure to comply --
general eligility criteria for homeless .' contact for complaints, questions, etc. with program rules and requirements.
it providers, and as clarified above." 'The Department lavery sensitive.tÙ In the area of voluntary use of
adequate and serve the best interest the fact that the informal and often · . coupons, Pub. L. 99-570 zs s_ecific and
oth meal providers and other .... '.' ' mostly volunteer nature of many .... , mandates that the u_e of food otam_s by
cted parties.'l'herefore, they iu'e ·..... ' ' homeless meal provider operations homeless recipients must be voluntary'.
pted as final without change.'-- . -_, . precludes the development and .' .... Homeless food stamp recipients can m
_/£r/c/ng [_equiremeat$._eci/on: · ;..]' implementation of complex, structured , no way be required to use their'ccupons

_[b] 1'm" ' ' operating and recordkeepin8 systems, to pay for meals. Pressuring homeless
For this reason, fi_erequirements set. recipients to use coupons against their

_e interim rule established general ' ' forth in the interim rule were developed, will would constitute a violation cf the
t pricing parameters for use by . ': v,'ith' a view to both minimizing the volunta_' use provisicns of bo[i_ the
_onzed meal providers. The rule ' administrative burder on such meat .- statute and regulations and could result
,ided that homeless recipients, using .. providers and protecting the,,ights of : - in the dlsquulihcation of a meal: stamps to purchase prepared ' , -.' '

recipients, while at the same tUne ,+ . provider.
Is. may not be requested to pay · ' complying with the provisions and ' ' 'The Department doe3 not believe that: for a meal than the average cost of-
_urchosedfood used in the ' - · -- . intent of the law. The lanlzuage of Pub. L. the development and display of a
station o[ the meal. In addition, the" ..: 99-5?0 is very specilic in the area of ' comprehensive recipient inL_rmation
stated that payment in food stamps;. · meal pricing and related provisions such and rights sign would be
t be voluntary: that if others have ... as voluntary use, and little ' - ' administratively cost effective or

. - Departmental alisa'etlon was possible or practical. The development, clearance,
_pUon of eating free or making a .- practical. For instant, in the area of production, and distributiod process [ortrion, then food stamp recipients-i-
be alr£orded the same option [equal. meal pricing, the law is speciIic that the such signs, at either the State or l...d,:r_l

senti: that neither cash nor credit., amount requested cannot exceed the, level would preclude efrecuve
may be used to provide change to .' average cost o[ the food in a meal · implementation within a rcaconable
_ns using food stamps'to pay.for .... served. Nothing L't the taw or regulations period of time. '£his would rest,It ir:
s._nd that voluntary overpayments prohibits a meal provider Ironl. increased administrative _-nd f,nancial
,.cipients may bo accepted by meal' requesting less than the average cost of burden on St",,te and Fed=r,,1 a:encies.
iders. -.- . food in a meal. Thus, while roundin_ _,vith a relatively small level of benefit, ir
· Department received a number of...down, to. the nearest whole dollar ._' .anY, for anyone. The Department does
neats on the overall issue of meal ' amount is acceptable, roundin 8 up . not object to the display of such signs at
ag.The comments addressed meal..... would not be permitted. This does · tho discretion of State ai:encies or meal '
_gin general and other provisions...- .generate problems.when the avers8e ' ': providers which wish to provide such
as equal treatment and voluntary ', · cost is not a whole dollar amount, and ' signs. However, the Department is not
? they related to meal pacing and - .cash r,.hange is prohibited. To address :' '; requiring that such signs be posted.
,fiance by meal providers, Several :.:" this, the Department decided to alto w ' '.For the reasons discussed above, the
seaters believe that the-',- .': .... _.--homeless meal providers to accept: · t ..... interim nde provisions on meal pricing.
nistrative burden resulting ir'om the . voluntary overpayments by recipients.. ;' .. equal treatment and volunta:-y use e[
sition of these urovisions iJ. too '. "The Department believes that the .': '..: coupons ar: accepted as iinal without

or is prohibitiv_e. Other-'.; ':. "J-ii". '' .. vol- ,,t.m_,overpayment provision, is iu. r..ba_$e.· .,'-
seaters objected to or requested ;: _- the be_,t interest of the homeless ' ·
cr clarification of the voluntary', _;'_.-individual- &nd participatinvOmeal; ' : , l, Ieo/Providers osAuthorized
_ayment provisions. Three "'._; ': providers. · ' · llcpresenm:ives--Sep_ion zr34([j(4](iv)
:enters want the Department to. .,. The interim rule provision _vki'ah Seven commenters addressed the
, meal provider.s to require'thc use -.:' ' provides for equal treatment of .; interim rule provision prohibiting meat
',pons by food stamp recipients to,:" homeless recipients ia very clear.: --:; ".providers ,from ser,."_n8as authorized
_asemeals. Two o_ers requested .:.'.' Homeless recipients may not be treated ', , representatives fur homeless food stamp
he Department permi.'tproviders to '-' -difIerenUy than other persons in s'uaiL_r' _ -households. Oue wetfare advocate
der all related costs,'auch'u costs.- i c_tc,..,,'_,,,tances.!n resPanne to one ..... ': supports the Department's position cn
_dstorage and preparation, when'- comment the Paperer, eat Wishes to :' ..: ' this issue, while the other six ·
rasing the averase cost of'a meal'.- _; clarify that the equal treatment "_' -", ' · commentate disagree with the
d: another suggested that meal .j":.:_; provisions do not preclude a meal: ' Department and want the rules r..?.:mgedJ
cie_ be per't'nttted to round Uae.-;_- .' ' pro.videt..whtch currently of[cra meals Ua "to permit meal providers to s,=r',.eas
:se cost'to the nearest'dollar '* ' .:-'-" homeless persons at no charlte. [rom .... . ' authorized representatives. It r_:mams
tnt. Five commenters expressed -_ requesting payment in food stamps after. ' the Depurt,"nent's position that
:ms t,_.atthe rule's equal treatment ' the provider is authorized to accept food permittin_ homeless meal provldcrs to
sLonswere not strong enough and -.': · stamps. However. meal providers may serve as authorized representatives
ri allow abuse by meal providers. ;-. not re,use to provide a free me:,l sa=ply would not be ia the best interest o[
:ommenterrcquested that the ruts _' · because they are aware that an .- ; homeless recipients of the f'ood S:_n'.p
::ge be clariI_ed to state that - ' · ' mC_viduat rcceives food stamps. Ii ' _ogram. overall, for the reason', sci
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forih in the preamble to the interim final recipients, Accordingly. the interim burden on State agencies end is not
rule. Accordmgly. ne m:ertm provisions provision on cash change and credit shp necessary for effective operations. At1
or, authorized representatp.'es are systems are adopted as final wiU_out homeless recipients are provided a
adopted as final, uncF,anged, change, regular food stamp identification card

Z/nu::_ S,the Participation of Home/ess As stated in the preamble to the when certified. Meal providers may
,*Joe/?:ovlde_--Sect/on 278.1(h) interim rule. the prohibition on cash request that they be displayed if

change is supported by the legislative questmns arise. Other. non-homeless
One State agency questioned the history. 132 Congressional Record. recipients will have such cards, but it is

circ,mstances and criteria under which Supra. It is further supported by the unlikely they would go to soup kitchens
::'NS will determine if program integrity practical consideration, also discussed and shelters for meals. In g_neral, when
will be damaged by the participat,on of in the interim rule preamble, that a patron's status is in question, an or.',l
a homeless meal provider. The. because homeless meal providers may statement from the patron that he/she is
commenter feels that such not redeem food stamps for cash, they homeless and no knowledge by the meal
determinations could conflict with State are less likely than other retailers to provider to the contrary, will serve as
agencT approvals of providers, have the cash necessary to make adequate verification of that person's ,
especially if the provider is the only one change. Moreover, allowing cash change right to use food stamp3 to purchase
of its kind in the area. FNS will make in a homeless meal provider setting prepared meals. The mterm_ rule
such determinations in much the same would invite program abuse. In many provision requiring meal providers to
manner as it does when assessing the instances, homelesa meal provider establish a'person's right to use food
_uthorization of other establishments, patrons may pay or donate any amount stamps for meals is accepted as final
That is, FNS will consider whether the they wish for a meal. If cash change without change.
meal provider is in compliance with were permittecL a recipient could elect
applicable Program regtdations. The lc>pay a token amount of food stamps Reporting

Department sees no way in which such for a meal. receive a relatively large One commonter suggested that the
a determination could impact negaUvely amount of change and in this manner Department require authorized me.',l
on a State agency's approval pi'ocess conve_ food stamps into cash. For providers to submit monthly reports
since the State process is wholly example, a patron could inform the identifying the quantity of coupons
mdependent of the Federal provider that he intended to pay $ cents received from homeless persons and the
cietermination to limit participation of a for a one dollar meal. The provider name and address of establishments
speciEc provider. The State's approval ' ' would have to return 95 cents in change where coupons are redeemed. The
process is un.likely to address the to the patron. This transaction, repeated Department does not believe such a
question of whether a provider is the i number of times, would result in the reporting requirement is necessary nor
only one of its kmd m an area for food conversion of most of the patron's food that it would be in the best interest of
scamp purposes, stamp allotment into cash that would be meal providers of the Food Stump
Complianceo[Homeles_Meol available for expenditures on items Program in general. The burden such a
Provlde_ other than food, This result would requirement would impose on meal

obviously be contrary to the purpose of providers and the Federal GovernmentTwo commenters requested that the ' the Feed'Stamp Program..as expressed
Department rJarify who is responsible, m the Food Stamp Act. cannot be justified at this time.
for monitonng meal provider · Consequently, the suggestion is rejected.
compliance, and how complaints of _mitJ77,g Paru'cipo_'onto Homeless Food
noncompliance w_ be bandied. Me_ S_mp Househotd_(Sect_bn275J(ZJ] ' Redemption Pcocess---Sect_on27_L2[e]
pronder compliance, as with other Ten commentets disagree with the. Three comments were received
r_tailers, will be the responsibility of · i'equitement that homeless meal objecting to the provision which
rNS field omces. Complamta wiU be providers ensure that only homeless prohibits redemption by meal providers
processed consistent with current , persons uae food stamps to purchase through financial institutions. The
proceduresfor hancLl_t8tetaUer ' prepared meals. The lack of a specially, commentcrs cite administrative burden
compiamts., marked ID, Increased acb'ninistrative and restrictiveness as reasons for their

Cash Change--Section 2_4.Z0 ' ' ' burden, complexity, and lark of objections. Pub. L. 99,-5;'0 specifically
guidelines were among the reasons cited prohibits homeless meal providers from

5even commenters objected to or for the negative comments. Several redeeming coupons through the financial
questioned the interim rule provision, commenters requested that the institution system. Therefore, the
which prohibits the fotura of rash Department suggest or specify the Department has no discretion to permit
change to recipients using food stamps methodology to be used by meal the use of financial institutions for
to purchase prepared meats. The providers for identifying and limiting redemption in this instance.
commenters wanted the Department to participation to homeless recipients. The Consequently. the interim rule provis_on
pa.'Tail the return of cash change or - - Department is sympathetic with the prohibiting redemption through f:.nancxal
oL'_erwise amend the provision to concerns expressed by the commenters, inRtitutiuns is adopted as final without
ehminate problems which could arise However, Congressional intent is change.
when the pace of a meal served is not cleat--the provisions apply only to £raluat/on
an exact dollar amount. It remains the "homeless" food stamp recipients. The
Department's position that the use of Department believes it is Unpractical to One homeless advocate requested
ca_n change or credit slip systems for expect that this provision can be that the Department allow the public to
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P':'-_gramtn general or its homeless additional adrn.in_stratzve and financial ' statute. The commenter feels it ts
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SECTION B: SAMPLING AND WEIGBTING METHODS
AND ESTIMATION ISSUES

Overall Design

The key elements of the design for this study are:

1. Data bases created through probability sampling techniques to produce
nationally representative, statistically valid samples of providers
(target sample size of 400) and the service-using homeless (target sam-
ple size of 1800).

2. Data collected from a small sample (target sample size of 300) of non-
service using homeless individuals which, while not capable of support-
ing statistical generalizations, could provide some suggestive points of
comparison to the service-using homeless on key variables.

3. Data collection limited to providers and homeless individuals in cities
with populations of 100,000 or more.

4. In-person interviews with both providers and the homeless; detailed
observations, enabling.nutritional analysis, of meals actually served by
providers, and information on eating patterns obtained from homeless
individuals. Interview content geared to issues involved in implementa-
tion and functioning of the prepared meals provision, and to filling
gaps in existing knowledge pertinent to providers of food services and
nutrition of the homeless.

5. Data collection vas initially planned at two points in time, prior to
implementation of the prepared meals provision to capture the "pre"
situation, and after the provision had operated for one year, to capture
the "post" situation and compare it to "pre" to assess impact. However,
there were too few providers authorized under the provision to warrant
conducting the 'post' data collection to parallel the "pre" data collec-
tion. Interviews with the 40 providers who were authorized within the
first year of the implementation of the provision have been conducted,
and are reported in Volume I.

Sampling

Sample Design

The universe of this study consists of the homeless population who use the
services of soup kitchens and shelters in U.S. cities with populations of
100,000 and more, and the soup kitchens and shelters in those cities that serve
the homeless. Empirically based estimates of the total number of homeless
nationwide range from 250,000 to 750,000. While cities with 100,000 persons or
more contained 26 percent of the United States population in 198_, the HUD
study estimated in the same year that 76 percent of the homeless lived in me-
tropolitan areas, a somewhat broader geographic area than the cities in our
sample ("A Report to the Secretary on the Momeless and Emergency Shelters,"
U.S. Department of Bousing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development
and Research, 1984).
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Survey interviews were planned for 400 service provider sites in 20 cities
during the month of March 1987. In fact, 381 providers were interviewed. The
target sample size for homeless individuals was 1800, to be interviewed at the
400 sites. The actual number of service-using homeless interviewed was 1704.
The target sample size for non-service using homeless Fwas 300 and a total of
142 were interviewed. The samples of cities, service providers, and the home-
less (excluding those interviewed at congregating sites) were selected randomly
so as to be nationally representative. The sample was designed to produce
estimates of characteristics of the service-using homeless population with a
precision of +/- 3 percent at a 95 percent confidence level and estimates of
service provider characteristics with a precision of +/- 7 percent at a 95
percent confidence level.

There are no national lists of service providers or of the homeless from
which to sample. Therefore, a multistage probability sample was constructed.
Cities were selected first, service providers within sampled cities were selec-
ted second, and homeless persons at those sites were then sampled. While the
focus is on the service-using homeless population, 300 interviews were also
planned with homeless persons who had not used either a shelter or a soup kit-
chen for the preceding seven days. These persons were located at congregating
sites (e.g., in public parks or transportation depots). Interviews with non-
service users were considered desirable to determine whether their diet quali-
ty, eating behavior, and access to food stamps differ substantially from home-
less persons who use services. In fact, 999 individuals were screened at con-
gregating sites, of whom 142, or 14 percent, were determined to be both home-
less and non-service users.

City.Sample

The multistage probability sample began with the selection of cities.
According to the latest (1984) population data available, 178 cities have popu-
lations numbering more than 100,OO0 (each borough of New York City is counted
as a separate entity). Cities were used as Primary Sampling Units for several
reasons. Cities were chosen instead of counties because they more accurately
reflect a coherent, integrated service provider community. This vas important
because we wanted to be able to assess changes caused by the prepared meals
provision on specific provider communities. Ye also expected that administra-
tive policies for implementing food stamp regulations concerning the homeless
would vary from State to State and, within a State, would vary from city to
city--both from the point of view of the homeless individual seeking food
stamps and from the point of view of the service provider seeking to become
authorized to accept food stamps.

The number of cities to sample was determined on the basis of obtaining a
sample size that would yield reasonable estimates, coupled with time limita-
tions and cost constraints. Thus we began the work of designing the sample
with 20 cities as our target city sample size.

The sample design had two components. First, all cities with population
sizes exceeding 1,O00,000 were sampled with certainty. This involved a total
of six cities: New York, Los Angeles, Bouston, Chicago, Detroit, and Philadel-

phia. Within New York City, we then selected two boroughs at random from among
the four boroughs with populations exceeding 1 million (Queens, the Bronx,
Brooklyn, and Manhattan). This vas done in an effort to get closer to the idea
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of provider communities that we would have in other cities. It was felt that
selecting providers at random from the entire City of New York would res,lt im
too diffuse a set of providers, with no associations with each other, and not

able to present a picture of the degree of inter-provider activity we anticipa-

ted finding in cities with more geographical concentration among providers.

The two boroughs selected were Manhattan and Queens. By including these six
largest cities with certainty, the city-level sampling variance for a large

part of the homeless population is eliminated, thereby increasing sampling

precision. The sampling framefor selecting the remaining 14 cities was stra-

tified to ensure adequate representation of all city sizes and to reflect po-
tential differences in food stamp office practices across States and regions.

In selecting the 14 other cities, all the remaining cities with popula-

tions under 1,000,000 were stratified into 11 categories. Strata were formed
on the basis of two criteria:

1. Population size;
2. Geographic region.

The cities were stratified into three strata on the basis of size because

the nature and composition of the homeless population and of the service commu-
nity were expected to vary with the size of the city. Four geographic subdivi-
sions were used to ensure a representative sample and because policies toward
the homeless might vary systematically by region. This four by three stratifi-
cation yielded 12 strata. Movever, the stratum with eastern cities of size
250,000 to 500,000 vas combined with the stratum that contained eastern cities

of size 500,000 to 1,000,000 yielding 11 strata in total. This was done be-

cause there vas only one city in the East with a population between 500,000 and

1,000,000. The resulting strata were:

Stratum 1 -- Southern cities with populations between 100,000 and 250,000.
This stratum contains 41 cities.

Stratum 2 -- Western cities with populations between 100,000 and 250,000. This
stratum contains 33 cities.

Stratum 3 -- Midvestern cities with populations between 100,000 and 250,000.
This stratum contains 26 cities.

Stratum 4 -- Eastern cities with populations between 100,000 and 250,000. This
stratum contains 16 cities.

Stratum 5 -- Southern cities with populations between 250,000 to 500,000. This
stratum contains 15 cities.

Stratum 6 -- Western cities with populations between 250,000 to 500,000. This
stratum contains 9 cities.

Stratum 7 -- Midvestern cities with populations between 250,000 to 500,000.
This stratum contains 7 cities.

Stratum 8 -- Southern cities with populations between 500,000 to 1,000,000.
This stratum contains 7 cities.

Stratum g -- Western cities with populations between 500,000 to 1,000,000.
This stratum contains 5 cities.
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Table B-1. Semp=le Cities for the FNS Prepared Meals Study

Population
Stratum in Total Sample
Number Thousands Region Cities Selections

I 100-250 South 41 Waco,TX
Winston Salem, NC

2 100-250 West 33 Reno, NV

3 100-250 NorthCentral 26 Madison,WI

4 100-250 Northeast 16 Bridgeport, CT

5 250-500 South 15 Atlanta, GA
Birmingham, AL

6 250-500 West 9 Seattle, WA

7 250-500 North Central 7 St. Louis, MO

8 500-1,000 South 7 New Orleans, LA
Memphis, TN

9 500-1,000 West 5 SanJose,CA

10 500-1,000 North Central 4 Cleveland, OH

11 250-1,000 Northeast 5 Pittsburgh,PA

12 7,896 Northeast 1 New York City,
NY*

13 2,812 West i Los Angeles, CA

14 1,234 South 1 Houston, TX

15 3,369 Nor_hCentral 1 Chicago, IL

16 1,514 North Central 1 Detroit, MI

17 1,949 Northeast 1 Philadelphia,PA

Two of the four boroughs with population over one million were selected at random,
yielding Manhattan and Queens to represent NewYork City.
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Stratum 10-- Midwestern cities with populations between 500,000 to 1,000,000.
This stratum contains 4 cities.

Stratum 11-- Eastern cities with populations between 250,000 to 1,000,000.
This stratum contains 5 cities.

Once the strata were defined, it vas necessary to decide how many cities

to dray from each stratum to comprise the total sample size of 20 cities (l& to

be selected from the 11 strata and the 6 certainty cities). Ideally, the allo-

cation would be proportional to the total homeless or to the total service-

using homeless population. Further, within a stratum, the ideal selection

probability for each city would be derived from the size of the homeless popu-
lation or the size of the service-using homeless population in the city. Be-

cause there were no agreed-upon estimates of these variables, the numbers in

poverty were used instead to do the sample allocation. This procedure is valid
so long as there is a constant relationship between the number of homeless

persons and the number in poverty across cities. Future studies will want to
use a better measure of size because we found that the estimated number of

homeless using services vas not closely correlated with the number in poverty.

Thus, the number of persons in poverty in each stratum was calculated (A),

along with the total number of persons in poverty in the universe of cities
with populations between 100,000 and 1,000,000 in lgB4 (U). The number of

cities to choose for the sample from each stratum was determined by dividing
the number of persons in poverty in a given stratum (A) by the total number in
poverty over the 11 strata (U) (excluding the certainty city strata), multi-
plied by 14 (the number of cities to be drawn from the 11 strata). Thus the

number of cities drawn from each stratum equaled A/U x 14 (the stratum weight),

rounded to the nearest integer. Results are presented in Table B-1.

Service Provider Sample

The next stage in the design was to sample service providers within each

sampled city. A total of approximately 400 service providers were targeted.
Given cost and efficiency considerations, it was determined that this number

would permit meaningful analysis of the service provider communities in differ-
ent cities.

A full sampling frame vas developed for each city consisting of all shel-
ters and soup kitchens serving the homeless in Winter 1987. This involved
several iterations of assembling lists of providers for all available sources,
calling those providers to verify types of services and numbers of homeless
served, and continuing efforts to identify and add to the list any providers
who should have been on it but were not. Two iterations were completed prior
to field york; the third occurred while interviewers were actually in the
field. Inevitably, providers had gone out of business, or had shifted clien-
tele and no longer served the homeless. We also identified additional provi-

ders. Vhen this happened, the provider vas added to the sample if it would
have been chosen with certainty had we known about it prior to field work. I:
it would not have been chosen with certainty, but would have taken priority

over a provider that had not already been interviewed, it was substituted.
Otherwise it was not included.

B-5



The service provider universe vas then stratified to ensure adequate rep-
resentation of different types of providers, and of different size operarinns.
Ideally, we would have selected about 20 service providers in each of the 20

sample cities. However, the number of service providers varied greatly depend-
ing on the size of the city. There were fewer than 20 service providers in the
smaller cities and there more than 20 in the largest cities. Adjustments _ere

made accordingly to yield a total target sample of 400 providers. The service

providers were stratified into three categories:

1. Shelters for the homeless that serve meals;

2. Shelters for the homeless that do not serve meals;

3. Soup kitchens serving the homeless.

This stratification served the purpose of providing adequate representa-
tion of the different types of service providers, who might have different

responses to the prepared meals provision. Within a city, the service provi-
ders were stratified on the basis of the size and type of their operation, and

selection of sites proceeded with probabilities proportionate to size. The
size of the service provider for soup kitchens was gauged by the number of
meals served at their largest meal and the number of days on which they served
meals per week, or for shelters by the average number of persons staying in the

shelter per day.

Table B-2 presents information about the provider sampling procedures and
their results. For each city in our sample, Table B-2's first column gives the

ideal sample size for the city (Manhattan and Queens are treated as separate
cities for the provider sample selection). The ideal sample size was deter-

mined by distributing the 400 target sample facilities across the 11 strata and
certainty cities in proportion to the size of their poverty populations. This
is in accord with a sample design that produces a self-weighting sample.

The next three columns of Table B-2 show our initial and final estimates

of the size of the provider universe in each city, and whether those universes
were larger or smaller than our ideal sample size. Initial estimates came from
lists and telephone calls to each city. Each potential provider was then con-
tacted to determine that they indeed served the homeless, served at least 10
adults if a shelter and 15 adults if a soup kitchen, to learn the actual aver-

age number of persons they served at a meal or on a given night, and to learn
if they were within the city limits. Providers were also asked about other
providers, to help us fill in any blanks on our lists. Final estimates re-
flect additional information that we obtained when we were actually in the
cities for interviewing, and could observe the different shelter and soup kit-
chen operations. The fifth column gives the final target sample size for each
city, which incorporates reallocations of providers to the larger cities, to

compensate for the shortfall of providers in some of the smaller cities. Fu-
ture studies of this type would be well advised to increase their numbers of
the smallest cities, to assure that the number of providers available from

cities representing these strata is adequate to meet the ideal sample sizes.

The next six columns of Table B-2 show the efforts that were made to fill

the target sample size, and their outcomes. The columns labeled A, B and C are
critical to an assessment of outcomes. They show, of those providers contacted
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TABLE B-2

IDEAl,, ATTEMPTED AND ACTUAL PROVIDER SANPLE, BT CITY
INCLUDING REASONS FOR NON-INCLUSION

IDEAL INITIAL AND FINAL FINAL TAR- CONTACTED COULD DID COHPLE-

SAHPLE ESTINATES Or +1 GET _ANPLE OR _TTENPT-INT_R- NOT NOT INAPFR_- TION
CITY SIZE PROVIDER UNIVERSE SIZE TED VIEWED REFUSED REACH EXIST PRIATK lATE $

initial ..... Final

A B c D

_enhsttan 29 92 _] + 44 61 44 17 0 0 0 72t
Los ARE.lee 21 ]6 2S + 25 27 20 S 0 t I So
thtladmlphi& 14 iTO ISS 4 ]2 34 22 8 I 0 3 ll
Detroit 10 S7 S4 4 14 1! 14 I 0 2 ! 93
Chicago 25 SS 47 + 39 51 40 4 ] I ] 85

Houston 9 Z4 IS + 14 21 14 I 0 2 6 93
Atlanta 19 S9 S4 + ]9 40 29 I $ 2 ] 8l
Birmingham 19 16 13 - 14 16 13 o o I 2 1oo
Claveland 16 J7 31 + 24 20 24 2 0 0 2 92
Nemphis ZI ]4 IS - 15 24 IS 0 O I 8 100I
New Orleine 2i lJ 12 - 1] 1] 12 0 o I 0 1oo
Pittsburgh 17 20 It + 19 20 18 I 0 0 I g$
San Jose 10 10 tS - 15 18 12 ] 0 0 ! 80
Seattle II 44 3t + 2l 40 28 7 I I ) 18

St. Louis 17 31 29 + 2S 33 25 4 0 0 4 06
Bridgeport, CT 17 12 l! - Il l) Il 0 0 1 0 100
Nadlson, MI Il I1 il - 11 11 I! 0 0 0 0 100
_eno, NV 21 11 10 - 10 11 I I 0 I I 89
Waco, TX lO S S - S 5 5 0 0 0 0 lO0
Wlnaton-Salmm 20 11 7 - I 12 7 I 0 2 2 88

ouaen, z._?.g 23 lm - l___! 2-_! _! __!9 o __!4 _it so

Totals 400 400 SI? ]81 62 10 20 44 84%

I Universe smaller I-I or larger I+! than ideal sample site.
]

Final target sampla site dl ffera from Ideal sample site because raallocations to obtain more providers from larqer

_lt les uero necessary when smeller cities could not fill their target numbers.
Includes initial sample of 400, plus back-up sample as needed.4
"Inappropriate' includes providers who mere too small, _Jere not within tho city limits, did not house the homeless

_r did not directly offer either food or shelter le.g., Traveler's Aid).
The completion rate uss obtained using tho relieving formula: D = A/lA + B + C) . This formula counts refusals and

providers who could not ba reached as sampling failures, but excludes from the denominator providers discovered to be
inappropriata or non-existent.



or for whom contact was attempted, those who were actually interviewed, those
who refused, and those who could not be reached. These three catp_orie_ of

providers were considered the true target sample; providers on our list whom we
learned in the process of sampling were inappropriate for the sample, who had

gone out of business, or who were duplicates (two programs were identical, but
were known by different names), were removed from the final estimate of the

provider universe. The last column of Table B-2, Column D, gives the comple-

tion rates for each city, and over the entire sample. Completion rates were
calculated as D - A/(A , B * C), or, the number of completed interviews divided

by the sum of completed interviews, refusals, and providers we were unable to
reach. The overall completion rate was 84 percent; completion rates in each

city ranged from 100 percent to 71 percent excluding Queens, with a 50 percent

rate in Queens. These completion rates for the provider sample compare favor-

ably to completion rates of 95 and 85 percent for NORC's two waves of data
collection in Chicago in the fall of 1985 and the winter of 1986 (Rossi, et al.

1986). As can be seen from Table B-2, in Chicago itself we achieved a rate of
cooperation equivalent to NORC's second wave, and rates in our other cities,

excluding Queens, were comparable.

Sample of Homeless Individuals

The service-using homeless population was interviewed at sampled shelters

and soup kitchens. However, the subcontractor (Research Triangle Institute--
RTI) conducting the individual interviews was not able to do so at all of the

same provider locations where the Urban Institute obtained provider interviews.
Therefore, we present in Table B-3 the differences between the UI and RTI pro-

vider samples, before going on to describe the sample of homeless individuals.

The data in Table B-3 indicate that RTI was able to interview homeless

individuals in 89 percent of the provider sites included in the UI provider

sample, which is equivalent to 75 percent of the targeted provider sites (com-

pared to UI's provider completion rate of 84 percent). The missing facilities
were concentrated in New York City (10 in Manhattan and 3 in Queens), where

UI's difficulties in obtaining initial permission from the city's Human Resour-
ces Administration, and then from each provider, delayed transmission of site
information to RTI and made it difficult for RTI interviewers to meet their

schedule deadlines. In addition, five each were missed in Chicago, Atlanta and

St. Louis. Other missing providers appear to be relatively evenly distributed
over the remaining cities.

Our sample of the service-using homeless population was interviewed at the

shelters and soup kitchens successfully contacted by RTI, and constituted 90

percent of our efforts to interview homeless individuals. Because the sampling
plan was initially designed to be self-weighting, we planned to sample evenly
across all the cities, so that approximately 100 homeless individuals would be

interviewed per city. Deviations from 100 interviews per city resulted due to

earlier rounding in the allocation, and to the need to reallocate interviews

with providers to include more in larger cities. Within a city, the same num-
ber of interviews were targeted for each site--a plan that yielded substan-

tially different numbers of interviews per city, and which contributed to vari-
ation in the individual sample weights. To compensate for these deviations

from equal probabilities of selection, appropriate weights were calculated for
each individual record on the basis of sample design and service use.
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TABLE B-3

COMPARISON OF URBAN 1HS_ITI]TR AND RESEARCH TRIANGLR INSTITUTE PROVIDER SAMPLES
BY CITY, INCLUDING REASONS FOR NON-INCLUSION

URBAN XNSTITUTK Z RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE

DKNOM_- INTER- COMPLETION UNABLE T_
CITY NATOR' VIEWED RATE TEa ] REFUSED 4 SCHEDULE- OTHER s COMPLETION RATES

! _ £ C/B C/A

Hsnhotton SI 44 72%. 33 I 10 0 75% 54%
Los Angeles 25 20 l0 11 I 0 I 90 72
Philadelphia 31 . 22 71 22 0 0 0 100 71
Detroit 15 14 ti 13 I 0 0 93 87

Chicago I? 40 IS 34 S 0 I 85 72
Houston IS 14 91 13 I 0 0 9] 87

Atlanta 35 29 83 24 2 I 2 83 69 ,
Birmingham 1] 13 100 12 0 0 i 92 92
Cleveland 26 24 t2 23 I 0 0 96 88
Memphis 15 15 100 12 0 2 I 80 80

Hew Orleene 12 tz Joe 12 o o o JOe . 10o
Pittsburgh 19 18 95 Il 0 0 0 !o0 95

I San Jose 15 1] lQ 12 O O 0 100 80,o
Seattle ]5 28 11 21 O 0 0 100 78
St. Louis 29 25 16 20 I 2 2 80 69
Bridgeport, CT 11 Il 100 9 0 I I 82 82
Madison, WI I I 11 100 11 0 0 0 tO0 100
Reno. NV 9 8 89 9 0 0 0 112 100
WeeD, TX 5 5 100 5 0 0 0 100 100
Winston-Salem 8 ? II & 0 0 I 86 75

oueen, lO __9 5q 6 o 3 o 67 33

Totals 451 381 84% 340 1] 19 lO 89% 75t

I Number et providers in olch city that UI interviewed plus those who refused UI interviews or that uI could not
reach.

2 Same figures as in Table A-2

] UI intervieued the provider end provider permitted RTI to interview homeless clients.

4 UI interviewed the provider, but the provider refused to let RTl interview homeless clients despite having agreed
mt ri rat U! contact.

5
UI interviewed the provider, but RTl was unable to schedule e time with tho provider to interview homeless
clients.

UI interviewed tho provider, but RTl did not obtain interviews with homeless clients for other reasons (e.g. ,shelter uss closedl .



Within each provider site, homeless individuals were randomly sampled
according to pre-set instructions. The interviewer was given a target n_tmhpr

of screeners to complete. Upon arrival at the site, the interviewer obtained
from the provider the number of individuals expected to sleep or eat at the
site on that day (or at that meal). The interviewer divided the target number
of screeners into the expected number of service users to obtain the skip in-
terval, and then determined the first respondent by picking a random number
between 1 and 10. Enumeration proceeded either by using a roster available
from the provider, or by enumerating beds or chairs and tables, or by counting
people off as they came through a food line. If the results of the screener
indicated that the person was homeless, the interviewer arranged to complete
the interview and to pay the respondent $5.00. Completed interviews were ob-
tained from 97 percent of persons identified as homeless. In soup kitchens,
only 57 percent of screened individuals were identified as homeless.

These procedures resulted in a sample of 1704 homeless individuals, dis-
tributed over cities as indicated in Table B-4. For three cities, we have
sample sizes that exceed 150--Manhattan, Chicago, and Atlanta. Four additional
cities have sample sizes that exceed lOO--Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Seattle,
and Saint Louis (Los Angeles has 89). The combined sample size for the small
cities is 163; for the medium cities it is 428; for the large cities it is 343;
for the certainty cities excluding New York City it is 548; and for the two
selected boroughs of Ney York it is 222.

TABLE B-4

Number of Homeless Respondents Per City
in the Final Sample of 1704

Cities Sample Size
Manhattan 186
Los Angeles 89
Philadelphia 112
Detroit 67

Chicago 217
Bouston 63
Atlanta 155
Birmingham 53
Cleveland 76
Memphis 61
New Orleans 33

Pittsburgh 108
San Jose 65
Seattle 117
Saint Louis 103

Bridgeport 31
Madison 38
Reno 36
Waco 23
Winston-Salem 35
Oueens 36

170'_
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The remaining 10 percent of our efforts to interview homeless individuals
was concentrated on obtaining interviews at congregating sites such ax parks
and transportation depots, where homeless people may be found who do not use
meal and shelter services. The rationale for including this subsample is sta-

ted on page B-I, point 2. The selection of congregating sites themselves was
not based on a random process, but followed the suggestions of local police and

providers. Once at the congregating sites, random procedures were employed

that paralleled those used at service provider sites. That is, places to sit
or lie down were enumerated, places were selected according to a skip interval

with a random start, and any individuals occupying those places were approached

and screened, and selected into the sample when it was determined that they
were both homeless and had not used either shelter and meal services within the

7 days preceding the interview.

However, we knew we could not gather these data from individuals selected

on a true probability basis, because there was no defined universe of non-ser-
vice using homeless and, without resorting to prohibitively expensive block

probability sampling approaches (such as NORC used for their street sample in

Chicago), we could not select congregating sites on a probability basis. They
therefore could not be treated as if they were on a statistically equal footing

with our primary sample.

The congregating sites themselves were selected based on advice from local
providers and the local police. Probability selection procedures were applied
once the interviewers were actually at the site. Local providers and the local
police suggested locations where the homeless could be found. We selected the

five sites in each city that were mentioned most frequently as places to find

homeless individuals during the day, and 2-3 sites that were mentioned as even-

ing congregating sites (6-9 pm). (As it turned out, no differences were found

between individuals interviewed at daytime and evening congregating sites, so

the data from all have been combined). Once at a congregating site, individu-
als were enumerated, skip intervals and random starts were established, and

selection and screening of eligibles proceeded as at any provider location.

One final screening criterion was applied to individuals at congregating

sites. Not only did they have to be homeless, they.had to be non-users of
services as defined by not having used a shelter or soup kitchen within the

past 7 days. If t_ey had used either, they were screened out. The screening

statistics are in themselves of interest. Almost 1,000 persons (999) were

screened at congregating sites. Of these, 473, or 47 percent, were found to be

homed; 445, or 45 percent, were homeless; and 81 (8Z) refused, broke off the

contact, or otherwise did not cooperate with the interviewer. Of the homeless

persons identified, 153, or 34 percent, had used shelters at least once within
the past 7 days. _ additional 103, or 23 percent of those who were homeless,

had used soup kitchens but not shelters during the previous 7 days. (The

screening process did not identify those who used both). Altogether, 256 per-

sons, or 57 percent of those identified as homeless at congregating sites, were
screened out as service users. An additional 16 persons provided no informa-

tion on these questions, due to breakoffs or refusals. This left 173 individu-

als, or 39 percent of the homeless at congregating sites, who were identified

during the screening process as non-service users. During the course of the
interview, when asked where they slept or ate for the last 7 days, an addition-
al 31 individuals revealed that they had used either shelters or soup kitchens

at least once during the relevant time period, bringing down to 142 the final
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sample of non-users--equivalent to 32 percent of the people originally iden-
tified as homeless at congregatTng sites, and 14 percent of all persons
screened.

Data Collection

Data on Provider Operations

To understand provider operations as they might pertain to becoming autho-

rized to accept food stamps, in-person interviews were conducted with the di-

rectors of sampled meal and shelter programs. The interview covered the nature

and scope of the services the provider offered, and the provider's clientele.

We also asked about the provider's experience with helping clients get food

stamps, the provider's knowledge of food stamp receipt among their clients, and
the provider's knowledge of and potential interest in the prepared meals provi-
sion. Finally, we obtained detailed information about the provider's meal

service operation, including sources of cash income for food, sources of food
itself, paid and volunteer labor, budget for meal services, method of meal

preparation, and other issues pertinent to the prepared meals provision. In
addition, ye observed one meal at each provider site that served meals, noting

the food items served and the portion sizes in sufficient detail to permit

nutritional analysis of the meals served to homeless persons. Forty-five
breakfasts, 135 midday meals And 128 dinners were observed, for a total of 308
meals observed.

The prepared meals provision has the potential to benefit providers by
helping them expand their services. Providers currently serving meals might be
able to increase the amounts or types of foods available to them by using food
stamps to buy more, or more nutritious foods than they served prior to the
provision. They might also be able to serve more people at meals, or to add
meal types (e.g., to start serving breakfast), or to expand the number of days
on which they serve. Providers not serving meals in 1987 because they lacked
resources to do so might be able to use food stamps conveyed to them by the

homeless to set up a meal service for the first time. The survey collected

data revealing providers' interests in these types of expansion, and their
perceptions of the.ability of the prepared meals provision to help them in
these efforts.

Individual Characteristics and Eatin_ Patterns

The individual interview sought information on eating patterns, sources of
food, dietary intake during the preceding 24-hour period, and experience with
the Food Stamp Program. 0uestions probing these issues occupied approximately
half of the 15-minute interview with homeless individuals. Some were taken

from pre-existing national nutrition surveys, and some were constructed expli-
citly for this project. Questions covered perceptions of diet adequacy, fre-

quency of eating daily, frequency of missing meals for an entire day, where the

respondents obtained food, whether the respondent currently or ever received

food stamps, how food stamps were used, and what the respondent ate during the

day before the interview.

The remainder of the interview followed very closely the basic design of

an interview format employed by the National Opinion Research Center in their

study of the homeless in Chicago (Rossi et al., 1986). It sought information
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on length of homelessness, a description of the person's last residential situ-

ation, income amounts and sources during the past month, demographic character-
istics, and other characteristics (such as depression/demoralization, or chemi-
cal dependency) that might help explain why a person was more or less able to

obtain adequate nutrition while homeless.

Weighting

Weights were constructed for the data collected from providers and:for the

data collected from the service-using homeless respondents. The development of

appropriate weights is made difficult because each homeless respondent can be
associated with multiple facilities on the sample frame. The weighting in-

volves several discrete steps which take into account the sample design, pat-

terns of non-response, and the service-use pattern of the respondent.

To recapitulate the sampling design, in the first stage cities with popu-
lations of 100,000 or more were first stratified by size and by region and were

then chosen with probability proportionate to the size of their poverty popula-
tions. In the second stage providers were selected within the sampled cities.

Next, a day in March 1987 was selected for interviewing at a particular provi-

der. In the final stage homeless persons were selected from those at the sam-
pled provider on the sampled day.

The probability of a provider being included in the sample depends on the
probability of selection at each prior stage in the sampling process. For

providers, the final weight depended upon the probability that the city was
included in the sample, the probability that the provider was included condi-
tional on the city being included, and on a non-response adjustment by city and
by type of provider. Non-response adjustments were constructed separately for
soup kitchens, shelters with meals, and shelters without meals within each

city.

In addition to these three components of the provider weight, the weight

developed for homeless respondents accounted for the probability of a respon-
dent being selected at the sample provider conditional on the provider having

been chosen, a non-response adjustment based on the response rates of the home-

less in four city size categories for shelters and soup kitchens separately, a
correction for differential use of providers among respondents, and adjustment
for the overlap in the sample frame.

The weighting reflects the sample design and corrects for the fact that
the respondents (providers and the homeless alike) did not have equal chances

of selection. The non-response corrections for providers presume that the

responses of non-responding providers would be similar to those of responding

providers at the same type of provider in the same city. The non-response

adjustment for homeless respondents assumes that non-respondents are similar to
responding individuals in the same city size and facility type category.

For conceptual purposes when discussing the weights assigned to individu-

als, the presentation below goes first through the stages of weight construc-
tion for those interviewed at soup kitchens and those at interviewed at shel-

ters as if the respondents were in two different samples. We will then correct
for the fact that there is considerable overlap in the two samples as many

homeless respondents use both shelters and soup kitchens. The last stage of
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weight construction will re-align the weights of the homeless who use both soup

kitchens and shelters relative to those who use only one or the other. Within
the sample of individuals interviewed at shelters, ye will have respondents who

also use soup kitchens and respondents that report exclusive use of shelters.
Within the sample of individuals interviewed at soup kitchens, we will have
respondents who also use shelters and respondents who report exclusive use of

soup kitchens. To obtain an accurate picture of the service-using homeless
population (those who use either soup kitchens or shelters or both) we must

correct for the fact that the group that uses both has been included in the

sample twice--having had a chance to be interviewed at both shelters and soup

kitchens. Therefore, we corrected for the over-representation of this group in

our sample by reducing their weights by one half on average.

This weighting scheme leads to consistent estimates of population parame-
ters of interest because it attributes to each observation its true population
weight (or a consistent estimate of its true weight). Failing to take into

account the sample selection process and the differential probabilities of

inclusion in the sample due to the respondent's frequency and pattern of use of
providers would lead to biased and inconsistent results. We would be giving

too much weight to the homeless respondents who use both soup kitchens and

shelters, relative to those who use only one or the other, and too much weight

to regular users of services relative to infrequent users if we did not make
the adjustments that are incorporated in the weighting scheme.

First Stage Weighting

The first stage of selection involved selecting 14 cities from 11 strata
and including 6 cities with certainty. All cities within the coterminous Uni-

ted States with total populations of 100,000 or more in 1984 were eligible for
inclusion in the study (Statistical Abstract of the United States 1986, Bureau

of the Census, Table 19, pp.16-18). Five cities were selected with certainty--

Los Angeles, Houston, Chicago, Detroit and Philadelphia. New York City was
handled separately. The 4 boroughs with more than } million persons were pla-
ced into one stratum from which two boroughs were selected. Staten Island, the

fifth borough, with less than 1 million population, was included with other
Northeast cities of its size. The remaining cities were stratified based on

census region and population size. Regions were south, northeast, midwest and

west; city sizes were 100,000 to 250,000, 250,000 to 500,000 and 500,000 to
1,000,000. Each city within a stratum was assigned a probability proportional

to the number of people in its population in poverty in 1980 (County and City
Data Book, 1983).

Let C(h+) be the total persons in poverty in noncertainty stratum h and

Cn(++) be the total count of people in poverty over all noncertainty strata
(excluding New York City boroughs). The first-stage sample allocation to s_ra-
rum h vas calculated as:

n(h) = 14 C(h+)/Cn(++) (1)

and rounded to the nearest integer.

With this approach, the first-stage probability of selection of city i
from stratum h can be expressed as:

Pl(hi) = n(h) C(hi)/C(h+) (2)
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Ney York city was handled separately. Two of Ney York rirv'_ fn,,r hnr-

oughs with populations exceeding 1,000,000 were selected with probability pro-

portional to their number of people in poverty. For the two New York City
selections, the probability of selection was:

Pl(12i) = 2 C(12i)/C(12+) (3)

The cities drawn as a consequence of this selection process were already

given, in Table B-1. The first stage weight component for city i from stratum
h is given by the inverse of the first stage probability of selection. These

weights are given in Table B-5. The cities that were included with certainty

had weights equal to one.

The weights are largest for the 5 cities with populations sizes between
100,000 and 250,000. This is due to the fact that while each of these four

strata had allocated to it the integer nearest to the optimal number of selec-

tions, each contained many more cities than the strata for the larger city
sizes, making it less likely that one small city would be selected relative to

cities in larger city size categories.

TABLE B-5

City Vei_hts

Stratum City Weights
Stratum 1 Waco 21.48

Winston-Salem 20.58
Stratum 2 Reno 58.59
Stratum 3 Madison 19.22

Stratum 4 Bridgeport 14.29
Stratum 5 Atlanta 3.90

Birmingham 7.42
Stratum 6 Seattle 8.11
Stratum 7 Saint Louis 4.45

Stratum 8 New Orleans 3.34
Memphis 3.49

Stratum 9 San Jose 7.76

Stratum 10 Cleveland 3.16

Stratum 11 Pittsburgh 5.80
Stratum 12 Manhattan 2.20

Queens 3.21
Stratum 13 Los Angeles 1.00
Stratum 14 Detroit 1.00

Stratum 15 Philadelphia 1.00
Stratum 16. Mouston 1.00

Stratum 17 Chicago 1.00

This vas true for Reno, which had the largest city weight while, addition-

ally, Reno had a small population size relative to the other cities in its
stratum so that it had an even smaller probability of selection. Sensitivity

tests described later demonstrated that the large weights on the provider data
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from Reno had an insignificant impact on the means of the variables calculated
for the whole sample and did _not .exercise any undue influence on the national
estimates. However, the weights on homeless respondents interviewed at soup

kitchens in Reno were so large that they were adjusted downward. The adjust-
ment that was made and its consequences will be addressed following a full

scale discussion of the development of sample weights.

Conditional Second-stage Weight Component

Since the sample design was set up to produce self-weighting estimates of
the homei'ess respondents, the second stage selection probabilities were adjust-
_d, to the extent possible, to correct for the unavoidable unequal probabili-

ties of selection of cities at the first stage. Second stage weights were

calculated separately for the provider and the individual sample. These sam-

ples differed to the extent that the provider sample contained some responding
providers that were refusals and non-responding providers for individual sample
and vice-versa.

With a target sample size for providers of 400, 12 cities had fewer than

the optimal number of providers, so that each provider in those cities, condi-
tional on the city having been selected into the sample, had a probability

equal to one of sample inclusion. In the 9 other cities, the providers were
stratified by size and by type of provider into sampling and weighting classes

of small, medium, and large 'soup kitchens, shelters with meals and shelters

without meals (in Manhattan further stratification was used to separate out the
welfare hotels, the private shelters and the city shelters). Small shelters

vere ones with 25 or fewer persons per night, medium shelters were ones with
between 26 and lO0 persons per night while large shelters were ones with 101 or
more persons staying per night on average. For soup kitchens, the average
number of persons served per day at the largest meal served was used as the
measure of size. Average persons served per day was calculated using the num-
ber of persons served at the largest meal of a day and the number of days per
month that the provider was open. The soup kitchens were then classified into
small, medium and large by the average number of persons served per day on the
basis of the size breakdown given for shelters.

In the 12 cities where the optimum number of providers for our sample was
equal to or greater than the number of providers in the city, all providers
were included. Bence their probability of inclusion was ! and their second
stage veight vas 1.

For 9 cities sampling of providers vas necessary. Within each of these 9
cities, separate sampling/weighting classes of providers were created for
small, medium and large soup kitchens, shelters without meals and shelters with
meals. Allocation was done with probability proportional to the size of the

homeless population being served by the providers in each stratum except in
Philadelphia shelters, where selection was done randomly within the small,
medium and large strata. Each provider was given a probability of selection
within its stratum and city that was equal to its size relative to the total

size of all the providers within its city and stratum. The inverse of these

second stage probabilities of selection constituted the second stage weights

for providers in the 9 cities where we sampled providers.
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Estimates of the proportion of soup kitchen users who are homeless were
used when allocating the sample among soup kitchens and shelters. When a]lnca-
ting the sample across provider types, we assumed that 65 percent of the indi-
viduals at soup kitchens were homeless except in Philadelphia and Manhattan
where 50 percent and 80 percent were assumed homeless respectively.

The second-stage sample of shelter/meal sites vas selected with probabili-
ty proportional to the measure of size described above. Let S(hifj) be the
measure of size of provider j of provider type f within sample city hi and
m(hif) be the provider f sample size selected from city hi. Then within sample

city hi, each sample provider had conditional probability P211 (hifj) of selec-
tion where:

P211(hifj) -m(hif) S(hifj) / S(hif+) (5)

If fewer than m(hif) type f providers exist within each site, than all of type
f providers in that sample city were included with probability of selection
equal to one. The conditional second-stage weight is calculated as:

W211(hifj) - 1 / [P211(hifj)] (6)

For some cities and some provider types, the second-stage sample was fiel-
ded as an initial sample and a hold sample. If UI had obtained 100 percent
cooperation, the initial sample would have yielded the requisite providers for
interviewing purposes. The hold sample was used to supplement the initial
sample as non-response occurred. For sample weightin K purposes, the ultimate
sample from city hi and provider type f may be regarded as the initial sample
plus all hold sample providers used to supplement the initial sample.

Second Sta_e Non-response Adjustment

All responding and non-responding providers were considered members of the
sample. Non-response resulted from the inability of interviewers to contact
and make appointments to interview providers and from the refusal of those who
were contacted to participate in the survey. Weighting classes were defined
for each city by provider type. Non-response weighting classes were formed for
soup kitchens, shelters with meals and shelters without meals for each city.
The non-response weight that vas developed for each weighting class is applied
to each member of the weighting class.

The city in which non-response vas highest for the provider sample was
Queens. Only 9 out of the eligible 18 providers agreed to participate. Among
soup kitchens, the non-response rate vas even higher than that--only 2 of the 7
eligible providers agreed to participate. Because we believe that soup kit-
chens and shelters function in different ways, we preserved the demarcation and
used the non-response weights that were calculated for each of the three provi-
der types separately.

The weights for all provider-]evel data were computed as the product of
the city weight, the conditional second-stage provider weight and the non-re-
sponse adjustment. The final provider weights for providers within Reno were
very large compared to the other weights. Reno was in a stratum that contained
a large number of small cities. It had a small population size relative to the
others in the stratum but was chosen nonetheless. As a consequence its city
weight vas 58.59 and the final weights were 58.59 for 5 of Reno's providers and
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78.12 for 3 others due to non-response. The next highest weight in the provi-
der sample vas 25.

The disproportionate weight given Co the Reno providers follows from the
systematic development of weights, involving the inverse of the sample probabi-
lities of inclusion leading to consistent estimation of population parameters.
Because this procedure resulted in relatively large weights for facilities in
Reno, the effect on the estimated means vas analyzed. Ve have compared the
means and variances of the weighted and un-weighted data and have found that
while the weighted variances are consistently twice as high as the un-weighted
variances, the weighted and un-weighted means and frequency counts are very
close.

Moreover, we combined the stratum that contains Reno with the one that
contains San Jose into one pseudo stratum--San Jose and Reno were paired be-
cause they are both western cities representing neighboring population sizes
(small and medium). We then re-calculated the weights so chat Reno's weights
were lowered and San Jose's weights were raised, preserving the original com-
bined total weight. We then calculated the means and variances of a set of 10
specifically chosen variables for the weights using Reno by itself, and the
weights resulting from combining Reno and San Jose. We found that in all but
two of the 10 cases the mean square error was lower for the provider weights
using Reno alone than for the .provider weights developed when Reno and San Jose
were combined. Therefore, we decided to use the weights based on Reno alone
because by using them we will have unbiased estimates and variances that are
not significantly higher.

Vei_hting for the Sample of Homeless Respondents

The interviewing was conducted in two phases. First, Urban Institute (UI)
interviewers collected data from the providers through in-person interviews.
Second, Research Triangle Institute (RTI), under subcontract to UI, sent inter-
viewers to the site and conducted the interviews with the homeless respondents.
Therefore, we constructed the second-stage provider weights and non-response
weights for the providers from which the individual sample was drawn, following
the same procedures as for the provider interview sample. The provider weights
for the individual sample differed from those of the provider sample because of
differential non-response. RTI had some refusals and non-responding providers
that UI had as respondents, and UI had some non-respondents that RTI had as
responding providers. The former case predominated (a2 providers) while the
latter case vas rare (3 providers). (See Table a-3 and related text.) Ney
RTI-based non-response rates were calculated for each of the three weighting
classes (three types of providers) in each city.

Third-sta_e Vei_ht Component

Next, the systematic sampling that took place ac each provider in the
individual sample formed the basis for the third-stage weight component. R
two-step procedure was employed at this stage. First, potential homeless peo-
ple were screened to determine eligibility for the saaple. If they were home-
less and agreed to be interviewed, the interviewer proceeded to conduct the
interview. Except for adjustments to reflect differential frequency of using
providers and the multiplicity associated with differing use of soup kitchens
and shelters, the conditional third-stage probability of selection of person k
within shelter J of provider type f of city hi may be expressed as:
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P3]2(hifjk) = r(hifj) /R(hifj) (7)

where

r(hifj) is the sample size selected from the hij-th type f provider and
R(hifj) is the total population size associated with the hij-th type provider.

The information describing the systematic sampling of individuals was
written on the site control form used by RTI interviewers. We formed a ratio
for the third-stage probabilities of selection that depended on the number of
screeners that were attempted and the estimated number of individuals at the
site at the time of the interview. In 6 cases the latter piece of information
was missing from the control form and had to be imputed by using the measure of
size obtained during the Urban Institute interview. The number of screenings
forms the numerator and the estimated number of clients forms the denominator

in all other cases. This screening ratio becomes an estimate of the probabili-
ty that a person was interviewed at the particular site, given that the site
vas chosen and that they were present when interviewing vas taking place. The
inverse of the conditional third-stage weight is then multiplied by the product
of the weights developed at earlier stages. This component of the weight had a
mean value of 14 and a standard deviation of 21. The minimum value vas 1 and
the maximum value vas 217.

The ratio of the estimated number of clients to the attempted number of
screeners was used as the third stage weight instead of the skip interval. Ve
examined the consequence of using the ratio of the estimated number of clients
at the time of the interview to the attempted number of screeners for the third
stage weight in place of the skip interval that was employed by the interviewer
to select the sample to be screened. For the facilities for which we have data
on the skip interval (this information was missing from the control form for
5.8 percent of the facilities), the mean of the skip intervals vas 11.6 while
the mean for the ratio of estimated number of clients to the attempted number
of screeners vas 12.7 suggesting that our third stage weights are approximately
9 percent too high. Vhile this indicates that estimates of population totals
vii1 also be biased upwards by 9 percent, estimates of the characteristics of
the population should not be affected.

Third Stage Non-response Adjustment

Next, we adjusted for non-response among the homeless who were interview-
ed. Weigh:lng classes were defined by city size and by the type of provider
where we located the individual and conducted the interview. The four city
size categories were cities with 100,000 to 250,000, cities with populations
between 250,000 and 500,000, cities with populations between 500,000 and
1,000,000, and cities with populations over 1,000,000. The tve provider types
were soup kitchens and shelters (including both shelters with and shelters
without meals). Non-response rates were calculated at both the screener and
survey stages and the non-response adjustment was the inverse of the combined
non-response rates. The weights of all the responding homeless persons were
summed with the weights of all the non-responding homeless persons and then
divided by the weights of all the responding homeless persons. This weighting
class response adjustment vas then applied to each respondent weight in the
weighting class. For the whole sample, the average non-response adjustment was
1.12 reflecting an overall response rate among homeless respondents of 89 per-
cent (100/112).
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Frequency of Use Adjustment

A correction vas then developed to account for the differential use of

providers by the respondents.. Here we conceptualize the sample as being divid-
ed into two parts--a shelter sample and a soup kitchen sample. Individuals

interviewed at shelters (with or without meals) constitute the shelter sample.

Individuals interviewed at soup kitchens constitute the soup kitchen sample.

The frequency with which an individual uses the provider type at which he/she

was interviewed influences the probability that he/she will be in the sample.
The need for this correction arises from the fact that a homeless person who

almost always uses shelters has a greater chance of selection than one who

seldom uses shelters, and thus represents fewer other homeless persons. The

adjustment for differential frequency of provider use was accomplished by mul-

tiplying the product of the earlier stage weights by the inverse of the propor-
tion of the time the respondent used shelters during the preceding week for
those interviewed at shelters. This information was taken from the individual

interview in question H3.a. The adjustment is:

Ush = 7/(E3.a) (8).

This presumes that interviewing took place on a normal day for the provi-

der--that the same number of people were there as usual. This is an appro-
priate assumption for shelters because they are uniformly open seven days a

week and deviations from the norm can be assumed to average out. However, for

soup kitchens, this assumption is not always valid because there is variability
in the number of days per week soup kitchens serve meals. Because some soup
kitchens were open once a week while others were open daily, a different ad-
justment vas made for respondents interviewed at soup kitchens.

The following assumption about soup kitchen use was made: Let d = the
number of days per week the soup kitchen is open. If a respondent is inter-
viewed at a particular soup kitchen, it is assumed that he or she eats at that
soup kitchen every day it is open, provided that the number of days he or she
reports eating at soup kitchens (Hll.a) is less than or equal to d (this vas
the case about two thirds of the time). If Hll.a is less than or equal to d,
the conditional probability of being selected, given that the soup kitchen is
sampled on the specified day is (_ll.a)/d and the appropriate adjustment to the
basic sampling weight is:

Usk - d/(Hll.a) when Ell.a is less than or equal to d (9).

If Hll.a is greater than d, then the respondent must eat Bll.a - d days at
other soup kitchens. Therefore, there is a higher probability of this indivi-
dual being included in the sample, given that he could have been interviewed
elsewhere at other soup kitchens. Let S equal the sum of the measures of size
of all the sampled soup kitchens in a given city, divided by the sum of the
measures of size of both sampled and nonsampled soup kitchens in that city.
Let D equal the number of days open (in total) for all of the sample soup kit-
chens and d equal the number of days open for the soup kitchen at which the re-
spondent vas interviewed. Then the additional probability of selection can be
approximated by 5(811.a - d)/(D - d) and the total adjustment to the probabili-
ty of selection is i · S(511.a - d)/(D - d). The inverse of this term
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Usk' = 1 / [I + S(Hll.a - d)/(D - d)] when Hll.a exceeds d (10)

constitutes the factor by which the basic sampling weight is adjusted.

Of the respondents interviewed at soup kitchens, Usk vas calculated for 62

percent while Usk' was calculated for the remaining 38 percent. Using the

unweighted values from the sample, the average values of Ush, Usk and Usk' are
2.91, 1.69 and .94, respectively for a combined frequency of use adjustment of

1.88 overall. We calculated the weights that result from omitting this fre-

quency of use adjustment and evaluated the sum. Overall, the frequency of use

adjustment led to an increase in the weights of about 70 percent--in other

words, the weights that take into account frequency of use and reflect a seven

day period as a basis for analysis are about 1.7 times as high as those that
assume that the respondent uses the facility at which he/she vas interviewed

every day that the facility is open.

Realignment of Weights For Homeless Who Use Both Soup Kitchens and Shelters

The sum of the weights of the individuals at shelters who only use shel-

ters is a consistent estimate of the homeless population that only uses shel-
ters. The same is true for the sample of users of soup kitchens who use only

soup kitchens. We have two. distinct, consistent estimates of the homeless

population that uses both; the sum of the weights of the homeless who were

interviewed at soup kitchens but also use shelters and the sum of the weights
of the homeless interviewed at shelters who also use soup kitchens. We used

the weighted average of these two estimates to make this final realignment for
users of both types of providers. We have chosen weights that reflect their

relative sample sizes.

Let nsk . number of respondents interviewed at soup kitchens, and

nsh = number of respondents interviewed at shelters. Then:

Psk 'nsk /(nsk * nsh) (11)
Psh ' nsh / (risk _ nsh) (12)

where Psh and Psk sum to one.

Ail those interviewed at soup kitchens who reported that they had used a

shelter in the past week had their basic sampling weights multiplied by Psk and
all those who were interviewed at shelters who reported that they had used a

soup kitchen in the past week had their basic sampling weights multiplied by

Psh' In our sample Psk and Psh equal .4 and .6 respectively. All those at
shelters who reported no soup kitchen use and those at soup kitchens who re-

ported no shelter use have no change in their basic sampling weights. This

yields correctly weighted data for analysis of all Service users combined and

separately for the three types of users (shelters only, soup kitchens only, and
users of both).

When using the un-imputed weights, we find that the estimate of the users

of both soup kitchens and shelters based on the soup kitchen sample is 87,900
while it is 65,272 based on the shelter sample. The estimate we used of those

who use both soup kitchens and shelters is the weighted average, or 74,323.

This weighted average is calculated, exclusively for those who reported using

both soup kitchens and shelters, by assigning a final correction of ._ tc :ne
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weight of anyone interviewed at a soup kitchen and .6 to the weight of anyone
interviewed at a shelter.

Population Estimate and Confidence Interval

Upon completion of the above-listed steps we undertook an analysis of our
weights. The sum of the weights was 194,017; this is also an estimate of the
total user population over a seven day period in March in the defined universe.
The 95 percent confidence interval around the estimated total is 112,124 to
275,910. The fact that the size of the 95 percent confidence interval is al-
most as large as the estimate itself indicates how imprecise this estimate is.

This imprecision is not surpri§ing _iven the fact that the measures of size
USed to dray the sample were not closelY related to the size of the service-
using homeless population in the sample cities. In addition to the large im-
precision associated with this estimate, it is likely that this estimate is
biased upwards by about 15 percent. The sources of bias are discussed below.

Possible Sources and Extent of Bias in the Estimated Total

There are three reasons why this estimate of the total is likely to be
biased. When all sources of bias are considered together, the combined upward
bias is 15 percent.

The first source of bias was described in the section on third stage
weighting. Using the ratio of the estimated number of clients to the screeners
attempted in place of the skip interval is likely to bias upward the estimated
total by 9.5 percent.

Second, while the use of multiple soup kitchens within a week has been
been accounted for, the possible use of multiple soup kitchens on a given day
has not incorporated into the weights because no exact adjustment can be made.
However, the upward bias that results from ignoring meals eaten at multiple
soup kitchens on a given day and meals provided at multiple meal times was
estimated to be at most 5.3 percent.

An implicit assumption underlying the frequency of use adjustment is that
on any given day homeless individuals use the soup kitchen at which they were
interviewed exclusively and are present at each of the soup kitchen's meal
times within a day. To the extent that homeless individuals tend to use more
than one soup kitchen a day, the sample weights for those interviewed at soup
kitchens will be biased upwards. On the other hand, to the extent that home-
less individuals use the soup kitchen less frequently on a daily basis than the
soup kitchen at which they were interviewed is open, the sample weights will be
biased downwards.

We are not able to make an exact daily frequency of use adjustment to
assess the effects of these possible service use patterns, because the ques-
tionnaire did not include detailed enough questions on daily eating locations.
Ye did, however, attempt to gauge the likely direction and magnitude of this
possible source of bias by examining the number of meals per day respondents
reported eating, relative to how many meal times the soup kitchens where we
located and interviewed them served meals.
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Of the respondents interviewed at soup kitchens, 51 p_rrenr eat more oftpn
per day than the meal times that the soup kitchen is open, 37 percent eat as
often, and IL percent eat less often. No daily frequency of use adjustment is
required for those who eat as often as the soup kitchen at which they were
interviewed is open.

For those who eat more often, the probabilities of selection have been
understated and thus their weights are biased upwards. If we make the simpli-

fying assumption that they eat twice as often per day as the soup kitchen where
they were interviewed is open, their weights should be adjusted downward by
one-hal:. For those who eat less often, the probabilities of selection have

been overstated and their weights are biased downward. If we assume that the
soup kitchen is open twice a& often per day as they eat, their weights should
be adjusted upward by a factor of two.

The sum of the weights of those who eat more frequently per day is 29,733.
Uhen halved, the sum is 14,866. The sum of the weights of those who eat less
frequently per day is 5,835. Uhen doubled the sum is 11,670. If these adjust-

ments are made the net effect on the sum of the weights is a decline of 9,031.
This would indicate that the above estimate of the total number of service-

using homeless is biased upwards by 5.29 percent. (The net effect was also
calculated usin E the actual number of times per day respondents ate and the
number of meal times per day the soup kitchen served meals, which produced an

upward bias estimate of 5.88 percent.) Either estimate of bias is likely to be

an overstatement or upper estimate of the bias because we have assumed the

worst case (that all meals respondents report eating are eaten at soup kit-

chens). To the extent that those found at soup kitchens eat some of their

meals at other places the upward bias in the weights will decline.

The third source of bias is the fact that the sample frame of facilities
was not complete for all cities. In any study that must, develop an original

sampling frame, there is some likelihood that this first-time effort will miss

some sampling units that should have been included. This study had to develop

original sampling frames of all providers of food and shelter for the homeless

in each of the 20 cities in our city sample. _hile every effort vas expended
to make these provider lists complete, inevitably some facilities were missed.

Although one would hope that these omissions were random, there is at least one

systematic component to the missing providers in the present sample. That

omission concerns voucher programs that pay for lodging for homeless persons,
often in hotels and motels.

Our sample contains some voucher programs, and omits others. In four of

our sampled cities, Bridgeport, Los Angeles, Madison and Seattle, city, county

or state government pays for vouchers that go to non-profit providers for ulti-
mate distribution to their homeless clients. The non-profit providers that

handle the vouchers in these cities, and their homeless clients, were part of

our provider and homeless individual samples. In New York, the hotels that
house homeless families and individuals through a city voucher system were part

of our provider and homeless individual samples. And in Philadelphia_ pro-
viders contracted through the city were part of our sampling frame.

However, in four cities, Chicago, Cleveland, Los Angeles and Pittsburgh,

ye did not identify and include in our provider sample certain hotels or motels
that house lO or more homeless households. In Los Angeles three hotels were
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under contract in March 1987 to Los Angeles County to honor vouchers issued to
homeless single persons who had applied for General Assistance. The average
number of homeless single persons housed in hotels with these vouchers per week
in Los Angeles during March 1987 was approximately 60, and our population esti-

mate is biased downward by this much as a result of this omission. In Chicago
hotel and motel voucher accommodations are used for homeless families, and 192

such families were served in March 1987. In the stratum represented by Cleve-

land, 10 homeless families were missed, and in the stratum represented by
Pittsburgh 104 homeless families were missed. Thus our estimate of homeless

families is biased downward by approximately 300-350 households of this type.

The total underestimate due to omission of voucher hotels and motels in

these cities is 300-400 of the overall estimate of 194,017. This is a negligi-

ble downward bias of 0.2 percent.

Imputation of Vei{hts for Analysis of Characteristics of Homeless Respondents

The mean of the weights equalled 114 with a standard error of 24.52. The
range was .6122 to 17,384. The upper value in the range of 17,384 corresponded

to the weight of a person interviewed at a soup kitchen in Reno. Data from

that one individual contributes 9 percent and, altogether, the stratum repre-
senting Reno contributes 23 percent to the estimates of population character-
istics.

Because including or excluding that one person has a material effect on

overall estimates of population characteristics and because the unadjusted

sample weights produce estimates with large standard errors, we have chosen to
consider the soup kitchen weights for Reno to be a missing value and to impute
a value based on the marginal proportions soup kitchens are of other services

and the marginal proportion the Reno stratum is of other strata. The cities
constituted the rows and soup kitchen or shelter survey constituted the columns

in the missing value imputation process.

Because the shelter survey for Reno Produced 24 observations whose weights
were all within reasonable bounds, they were retained. However, the soup kit-

chen survey yielded only 12 observations, some of whose weights were irratio-
nally large; these weights were replaced by imputed weights. This adjustment
led to an adjustment downward in all the weights of Reno soup kitchen users, of

.3515. This imputation preserved the relative sizes of the Reno soup kitchen

veights vith respect to one another.

The mean of the imputed weights is 102, with a standard error of 17.36; a
minimum of .6122 and a maximum of 6110. The mean square error vas calculated

for four variables of particular interest and in three of the four cases, the

means calculated using the imputed weights had lover mean square errors than
the means calculated using the original values. In the fourth case, the mean

square errors were the same. Because the mean square error is consistently
lover and because the imputed Reno soup kitchen weights are more realistically

related to the other weights in the sample, the imputed weights are used as the

basis for the analysis of the respondent data. While estimates of user charac-

teristics based on the imputed weights are no longer unbiased, the resulting

bias is likely to be small white the gain in precision is likely to be large.
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Other Sampling Issues--Duplicate Interviews

Occasionally interviewers sampled the same individual twice. This might
occur if that individual was at one shelter on the day the interviewer went
there, and at another facility--say a soup kitchen--on the day the interviewer
vent to that provider. If the interviewer recognized the respondent as one who
had been previously interviewed, or if the respondent informed the interviewer
that he or she had already participated, the interview was coded as a duplicate
and broken off. Table B-6 shows the number of duplicates that occurred, and
the cities where they happened. As can be seen, this was a phenomenon mostly
in small cities, with four of the five small cities indicating at least one
duplicate.

Estimating Variances for Strata with Only One Sampled City

Although our sampling plan contained 17 strata, 8 of these strata that
were not certainty cities were represented in the final sample by only one
city. To calculate variances for these strata, we must pair each single-city
stratum with another single-city stratum to construct "pseudo strata." By

TABLE B-6

Number of Duplicate Interviews

City Number of Duplicates
Memphis ?
San Jose 4
Seattle 4

Bridgeport 15
Madison 1
Reno 6
Waco 2
All other cities 0

collapsing the strata containing only one primary sample unit, we viii be able
to make variance computations and assess the effect of the multi-stage design
on the sample variance. ;hile this method is necessary for calculating vari-
ances, it leads to estimates of the sample variances that are usually biased
upward. It thus errs, if it errs, on the conservative side of any test of
statistical significance. The other cities pose no problems for variance esti-
mation--the three southern strata produced two drays per stratum while two
selections were taken from the New York stratum and the certainty cities were
the only members of their strata. Table B-7 presents the pairings we made to
create the necessary pseudo strata. Strata were paired by city size except for
Reno and San Jose, which are cities in adjacent city size categories that are
both in the Vest.

TABLE B-7

Pseudo Strata

Reno San Jose
Madison Bridgeport

Cleveland Pittsburgh
Seattle Saint Louis
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The Population Estimate: Issues and Limitations

Throughout, this presentation of weighting has mentioned different adjust-
ments and realignments of the weights, each of which has an effect on the final

weight. Here we summarize the effects of the adjustments we made. We also
present the likely or estimated effects of adjustments we did not make. In

this latter category are placed the results of weighting techniques or ap-
proaches about which reasonable statisticians may differ. We have made the

calculations, and present the results so that reaBers may draw their own con-

clusions about the appropriateness and importance oi each potential adjustment.
f

Adjustments We Did Make, and Their Effects

Frequency of Use Adjustment. This adjustment takes account of how often
individuals use soup kitchens and shelters. It gives less weight to frequent
users and more weight to infrequent users, on the grounds that the frequent

users had a higher probability of selection for our sample and infrequent users
had a lover probability of selection. The population estimate without the

frequency of use adjustment is 110,334. With the frequency of use adjustment

the population estimate is 194,017. Thus the frequency of use adjustment pro-

duces an increase in the population estimate of 83,683, which is a 75.8 percent
increase over the estimate without the frequency of use adjustment.

Realignment for Those Who Use Both Soup Kitchens and Shelters. The final
estimate of homeless persons who use both soup kitchens and shelters is 74,320.
This estimate is roughly half of what it would have been had we not realigned
the weights to account for the fact that people who used both types of facili-
ties had twice the probability of selection as those who only used one type of
facility. Without this realignment the population estimate would have been
272,868; with the realignment it is 194,017. Thus the population estimate for
homeless adults would have been 78,851 higher without this realignment.

To summarize:

Frequency of use adjustment --increases estimate by ..... 83,683

Realignment for those who use

both soup kitchens and shelters --decreases estimate by ..... 78,851

Adjustment Estimate Standard Error Confidence
o_ the Estimate Interval

Basic estimate 194,017 41,784 + 81,893

Estimate without frequency

of use adjustment 110,334 17,619 % 3a,534

Estimate with frequency of

use adjustment, but before
realigning for those who
use both soup kitchens
and shelters 272,868 56,266 5110,281
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Adjustments Ve Did Not Make, and Their Effects

Reduce Reno Weights. We adjusted the weights of soup kitchen users in
Reno, as described above, in all of our analyses of data describing the home-
less population. The argument could be made that the total population estimate
should also be reduced, using the imputed weights for Reno rather than the un-
imputed weights. Were one to make this change, the size of the population
estimate would be reduced by 19,786, or 10.2 percent.

Adjust for Multiple Soup Kitchen Use Within a Day. As described above,
some people ate more meals in soup kitchens than were served by the soup kit-
chen where we found them, implying that they might have had additional chances
at selection into the sample when they were eating at other soup kitchens. If
one adjusted for this multiplicity effect, the size of the population estimate
would be reduced by about 9,013, or 5.3 percent.

Use Skip Interval Rather than Estimate-to-Screener Ratio. As described
above, we used the ratio of provider estimate of population size to the number
of screeners attempted in calculating our third-stage weight component. If ye
had used the skip interval, we would have achieved a smaller overall population
estimate, by about 18,398, which is 9.5 percent of the final estimate of
194,017.

Add Momeless Users of Voucher Programs. If we add the people missed be-
cause some voucher programs were omitted from the sampling frame in some ci-
ties, we would increase the population by approximately 300-400. Of these, ap-
proximately 60 are single men in Los Angeles, and 300-350 are homeless house-
holds with children in Chicago (192) and in the strata represented by Cleveland
(10) and Pittsburgh (104).

To summarize:

Adjustments that would reduce the size of the estimates:

Reduce Reno weights down by ......... 19,786 (10.2%)

Adjust for multiple soup
kitchen use within a day down by ......... 9,013 (5.3%)

Use skip interval instead of
provider estimate divided by
screeners attempted down by ......... 18,398 (9.5%)

Adjustment that would increase the size of the estimates:

Add population of omitted
voucher programs up by approximately 400 (0.0%)

Net effects of adjustments not made dom by .......... 43,197 (22.3I)
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SI_TIONC

S_X_Y_

_der 2nte_er
Pru_l,_r Heal _rYati_ Fora

_u_/vicku/ Interview Sorer
In_vi_ml In_rvi_

Local _ Stamp Off/ce L_rvi_



P-°vid.:o, 0. Cl..r=eNo.O--405 O

[

lCITT DATE OF INT. / /

] PROV'IDER AGENCT

[ADDRESS TIME (incl. am/pm)'

[ Start:

[RESPONDENT End:

IR' S POSITION PHONE

I Int. Name

DESCRIFTION OF FACILITT

1. Vhat services do you provide? Do you charge for them?

SERVICE CHARGE IF I'ES,
YES NO YES NO HOWMUCE?

t 2 a. shelter ......... ................. 1...2 .....

1 2 b. meals/food ....................... 1..,2 .....

I 2 c. storage for personal items ....... 1...2 .....

1 2 d. shover/shave facilities .......... 1...2 .....

1 2 e. laundry facili:ies ...............1...2 .....

1 2 f. religious services ...............1...2.....

1 2 g. Job placement .................... 1...2 .....

1 2 h. Job training p!acement/referral..1...2 .....

1 2 i. mail receiving ...................1.·.2.....

1 2 J. social work coumseling/casework..1...2 .....

I 2 k. legal services/referral ..........1...2 .....

! 2 1. =lothing ......................... 1...2 .....

1 2 ,,.recreation ....................... 1...2 .....

! 2 n. health care on site ..............1...2.....

1 2 o. health r_re.by referral ..........1...2 .....

1 2 p. carfare/transpor ration...........1...2 .....

1 2 q. other (SPECIFY)

r. DON'T KNOW ......................... 9a
s. REFUSED............................ 97

COMMENTS:



-2-

2. In the pa.st TEAR, has your orga_!zation added to or subtracted from the
services you were providing?

yes, added ............................. 1
yes, subtracted ........................ 2
no ..................................... 3 (SKIP TO Q3)
DON' T KNOV ............................. 94
REFUSED ................................ 97

2a. l_hich services were (added/subtracted)?

2b. IF ADDED: _hy did you make this change?

Noticed a gap in :he services available in the community.....1
Change in the population being served.........................2
_ad more resources available.................................3
Ead more volunteers available................................4
Other (SPECIFY) ,mH

DON' T KNO_;..................................................... 9_
REFUSED ......................................................97

2c. I? ADDED: ];here did you get the resources to add the (service)?

..., .. .°

2d. IT Sb_TEACTED: Vhy didyou make this Change?

.Duplication of services available in the conununity...........
Change in the population being served. ' 2
Rising costs.................................................
Fever volunteers ............................................. 4
OCher (SPECIFT)

5
DON'T RNOW ...................................................9A
EE_JSED...................................................... 97
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3. Do homeless people use your address as a place to receive food stamps?

yes .................................... 1
noe.., e e e aee ®. e eee. e e t.e · $eo Se · · · ·ome em2

4. trnat percentage of the homeless people vho use your facilities receive
food stamps? (ESTIMATE)

I--I--I--I:

DON'T KNOV......................... 94
REFUSED ............................ 97

4a. Vhat information did you use to come up vith this percent figure?

5. Do you help your clients get food stamps?

yes .................................... 1
no ..................................... 2 (SKIP TO 07)
DON'T KNOV............................. 9_
REFUSED ................................ 97

Sa. Do you help them in any of the iollovin_ rays? TES NO

F.ncourage them to apply ................................ l .... 2
Help them fill out
applications, assemble
documentation, go vith
them to apply .......................................... l .... 2
;rtte supporting letter ................................ 1 .... 2
Other (SPECIFY) 1 .... 2
DON'T KN0_ .................................................. 9a
ILl:FUSED..................................................... 97
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6. In your experience, hov easy is it for homeless people to get food stamps
in this city? (.READRESPONSECATEGORIES)

Very easy .............................. 1
Some_hat easy .......................... 2
Somevhat hard .......................... 3
Very hard .............................. 4
DON'T KNOV............................. 94
REFUSED................................ 97

6a. Vha: ukes it (easy/hard)?

, . ,,..

7. Roy long has your organization been operating services for the homeless?
(IF TEE ORGANIZATION HAS MORE THAN ONE FACILITY OR OPERATION, ASK THIS
0'JESTIONONLY VITH RESPECT TO THE FACILITY _P_RE YOU ARE.)

year3

less than one year ................. O0
DON'T KN.0V 94eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee_ee_*

_USED ............................ 97

8. Are you officially affiliated rich any church, charity or nations/
organization?

yes...... ...............................1
no......................................2--1
DON'T KN0_ ..............................9_ r SKIP TO 09
REFUSED................................. 97 [,,,,,

8a. _hat is your affi!iation?
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9. What type of iormal ties does your organization have vith other
organizations :hat serve the homeless? (INCLUDE MEMBERSHIPS)

1O. Do you do any of the folloving vith other organizations that serve the
homeless in this city? (READ RESPONSE CATEGORIES)

_S NO

Share information ..................................... 1....2
Buy food together ..................................... 1 ....2
Buy ocher goods and services together................. 1 ....2
Refer clients/users to each other ..................... 1....2

· Solicit donated foods or other goods together.........1....2
Conduct Joint fundraising ._ 2
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12a. 9_nat percentage of beds are full on most nights in March?

100: or more ............................ 1
about 90: ............................... 2
between 75Z and 90: ..................... 3
less than 75: ...........................
DON'T KNO_ .............................. 94
REFUSED................................. 97

13. Nov I'd like to ask you about the people who use your shelter services.
Is everyone who uses your shelter services homeless?

yes .............................................. ! (SKIP TO O14)
r_Oel el e cee eee,.!* e *eeele, el·ell eeeee ee®e a_e e* eeee2

_ON'T _NO_ ....................................... 9_

_EFUS_D ............. ............................. 97

13a. What percent of your shelter users would you say az· not homeless?

!---I---I .--t permit
DON'T KNO_ 9&
_,._FUS_eD ............................ 97

I

13b. Vho are the people who are not homeless (how would you describe
them)?

iA Among the homeless people who use your shelter what percentage have been
homeless for:

PERCENTAGE

a less than six months ...............................I J I I

b. 6 months - 2 years ................................. lWl_l I

c. 3 years or more .................................... I ] f J

d DON'T XNOV ' 9_· leeleeeeeeee_eleele®ee.eeeeallee·l!ll

e. tLE$WSED........................................ 97
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13. Do you serve the folloving types of homeless people?

PERCENT OF
YES NO DK THOSE SERVED

a. Single men.......................... 1...2...S ...... I--I--I--I

b. Single women........................ 1...2...e ...... I-_1--17'-I

c. Single womenwith children .......... 1...2...S ...... I--I--I----I

d. ;Thole families (couple w/children)..1...2...8 ...... I--I--I---I

e. Other (s_scrrD I--1--1--1

f. DON'T KNOT;................ '.......................94

g. REFUSED .......................................... 97

16. About what percentage of those you serve are (FIRST CATEGORYKENTI0_ iN
O15)? ASK FOR EACH CATEGORY MENTIONED AND RECORD ABOVE.

17. I'd like to ask about the typical ages of the homeless you serve. 6'hich
of the following age groups make up at least one quarter of your homeless
people?

ES NO DK

a. Children (under 18) ................................. 1...2...8

b. Toung men/.vomen (under 30).......................... 1...2...B

c. Middle aged men/women (30-50) ....................... 1 2...8

d. Older men/women (50-65) ............................. 1...2...8

e. The elderly (65+) ................................... 1...2...8

f. DON'T KNOV .................................... 9&

g. ILEFUSIZ)....................................... g7
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18. Of the homeless people who use your shelter services, vhat percentage are:

a. Black ........................................
b. _ite, not Eispanic ...........................
c. Hispanic .....................................
d. American Indian..............................
e. Asian ........................................
f. Other (SPECIFT)
g. DON'T K_0V ............................94
h. ?_EFUSED...............................97

19. Among the homeless people using your shelter, vhich of the fol!oving vould
you say are major problems, that is, a problem for at least one quarter of
those you serve? (RL_D RESPONSE CATE60KIES)

TES NO DK

Alcoholism I 2 8a. oloeeeeoeeeeeeieeeeoeelemeelegeeee.le OI. e.I

b. Drug Abuse .....................................1...2...8
c. Mental Illness.................................1...1...8
d. Inability to find o= hold a Job................1...2...8
e. Physical disability............................1...2...8
f. Domestic violence/battering ....................1...2...8
g. Other (SPECIFY) .1...2...8
h DON'T KN0V 94· · .**..eeeI_eeeeeei.eeaeeeeeeee.

ii _JSED ................................. 97

20. Do you have a standard policy about hov long homeless people can stay in
your shelter?

,......................-..:..:. ::::...:::..: .:::::..:::::::... :. l{s P ToQ::>
DON'T KN0_ ..................................... 9& I
REFUSED ........................................ 97 [

20a. l/hatis your policy?

21. _'hat is the average length of stay for homeless peopie in your shelter?

Average $ of days l---I--I--[

Longest, or, an unusuaily long stay I__--[--[__--)

Short.t I'l--'l--I
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22. c_cx _ ZF HF.AL SERVICEAVAmnaBn2 J--I

IF CKECKED, ASK Q23
iF NOT CEECKED, SKIP TO Q47

23. Nov I'd like to ask you about the meals you provide to homeless people.
·nat days does your organization serve meals?

CIRCLE ALL
TItATAPPLY

Monday ........................................... 1
Tuesday .......................................... 2
%/ednesday ........................................ 3
Thursday ......................................... 4
Priday ........................................... 5
Saturday .............. . .......................... 6
Sunday ........................................... 7
DON'T KNO_ ....................................... 94
KEFUSED ......................... .................97

24. Are you closed for any period of time durin_ the year?

Never ................................................. 1
One _/eek ......................... '..................... 2
Two Veek.s ............................................. 3
One Month ............................................. 4
Summer Months ......................................... 5
Eo!idays .............................................. 6
Other (.SPECIFY) ..7

245. Vhlr.h of the fo!lovin& meals do you serve at this site?

AYEXA_'ENO. MEALS
TES NO PF_DAY

I 2
a. Brea_ast I--I--I I

1 2
b. Lunc_ I--I--I ..... I

1 2

c. Supper l-'_'i--I--I
1 2

d. Sm,cks I--I_--'1'_1

26. Approximately how m_ny (_1 types) are served on a tTpic_ day? ASK EACE
TTPE MENTIONED AND _ECOED A/3OV_
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27. When you are not serving meals vhat are the sources of food for your
homeless alien:s?

CIRCLE ALL
TEAT APPLY

Other Soup Kitchens ...................................1
Other Shelters ........................................2

Food Vagons ...........................................3
Restaurant Back doors or dumpsters....................4
Restaurants vhere they pay (e.g,, Mc.Donalds)..........5
Food Pantry/Food box .................................. 6
Grocery Store ............................... _......... 7
Trash Can.............................................8
Friends or relatives..................................9
Other ($PECIFT) .I0
DON'T KNOW ...........................................94
REFUSED ..............................................97

28. _lhat type of food service,operation do you use?

On-Site Preparation ...................................1
Vended Prepared Meals .................................2
Prepared in Central Kitchen and Delivered.............3
Donated Trepared Meals ................................4
Other (SPECIFT) ..5
DON'T K_OW ............................................94
REFUSED...............................................97

29. Do you have a license from the health department to operate a food service
facility, soup kitchen or restaurant?

yes .............................................. 1
nOeeeeeeeeeseeeeaeeleueeeeeeeeoleellve_eee.eleeee2

DON'T KNO_ ....................................... 94

RE._SED ..........................................97

30. Hov often during a month have you had to turn homeless people avay because
you ran out of food?

Never ................................................. 1
Once a Month .......................................... _--'-I
Twice a Honth ......................................... 3 J ASK QB0a

Once a _eek ........................................... & {
Two or More Times a geek .............................. 5 I

DON'TKN0_ ...........................................
KEFUSED.............................................. 97
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30a. When you do have to turn people avay, about how many people are
you unable to feed because you ran out of food?

(ESTIMATE)

DOn'T Kl_O_......................... 9_
REFUSED ............................ 97

:'7

31. Do you often have any lef[over meals or parts of meals after you finish
servinz?

_ieee*eleeee eeeeeee* eeeelee eee *eee eee m_

no ............. ......................... 2 (SKIP TO 032)

3la. IF YES: Vhat do you do with them7

32. Which of the folloving desc:ibes you: meal service (READ RESPONSE
CATEGORIES):

CIRCLE ALL TEAT APPLY

YES NO

a. Standard portion sizes are served ................ 1 .... 2
b. People can get as much as they want .............. 1 .... 2
c. People can usually get seconds ................... 1 .... 2

IF THE SITE ALSO PROVIDES SEELTEE SERVICES ASK 033
OTHER_SE SKIP TO 03&
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33. Are all of the people vho use your meal services the same homeless people
who use your shelter services? '

yes, shelter and meal recipients are the
same, no extras at meals....................1 (SKIP TO 041)

no, there are many people at our meals in
addition to those who use our shelter.......2 (ASK Os 34-40

ABOUT TEOSE WI_0
GET ONLY _ALS)

no, none of our shelter people get our
meals, but many other people do ............. 3 (ASK Qs 34-40

ABOUT THOSE V_0
GET_s)

DON'T KNOV ....................................94
REFUSED ....................................... 97

34. I'd llke to ask you about she people who use your meal services. Is
everyone who uses your meal services homeless?

7oo3s
DON'T XN0V.................................. 94
REFUSED.................................... 97

34a. Vhat percent of your meal users would you say are.not homeless?

{--I--I--I percen_

34b. Vho are She people who are npt homeless (how would you describe
them)?

35. Among the homeless people who use your meal service, what percentage have
been homeless for:

PERCENTAGE

a. less th,an six months ..............................· {.-_-{_{. {

b. 6 mon_hs - 2 years ................................. {--- }--' {_ }

c. 3 years or =ore .................................... { { I

d. DON'T IOtOV...................................... 9_
·. REFUSED ......................................... 97
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36. Do you serve the folloving types of homeless people?

PERCENT OF
YES NO DK THOSE SERVED

a. Single men .......................... i...2...8 ...... [ [ ] [

b. Single vomen ........................ 1...2...8 ...... I--I--I--[

c. Single vomen vith children ..........1...2...8 ...... I--i--I--[

d. Vhole families (couple v/children)..1...2...8 ......[--I--I--I

e. Other (SPECIFY) I--I--[--I

f. DON'T KNOV ................ ; .................... 94
g. REFUSED........................................ 97

37. About what percentage of '_hose you serve are (FIETT CATEGORY MF.NTIO_ IN
036. ) ASK FOR EACH CATEGORY KENTIONED AND RECORD ABOVE.

38. I'd like to ask about the _pir-l ages of the homeless you serve. _ich
of the folloving age groups make up at least one quarter of your homeless
people?

TES NO DK

a. Children (under 18) ................................. 1...2...8

b. Young men/women (under 30) .......................... 1...2...8

c. _iddle aged men/vomen (30-50)....................... 1...2...8

d. Older men/vomen (50-75) ............................. 1...2...8

e. The elderly (65+)....................................1...2...8

f. DON'T KNO_ ........................................ 9_

g. E.EFUS_ ........................................... 97
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39. Of the homeless people vho use your EF.AL services, vhat percentage are:

a. Black ........................................ l-
b. Vhite, not _ispanic .......................... [__ __[
c. Hispanic .....................................
d. American Indian ..............................
e. Asian ........................................

f. Other (SPECIFY)
g. DON'T KN0V...............................9a
h. I_FUSED .................................. 97

&0. Among the homeless people using your meal services, vhich of the folloving
vould you say are major problems, that is, a problem for at least one
quarter of those you serve? (READ t_S?ORSE CATEGOtLIES)

YES NO DK

a. Alcoholism .....................................1...l...8
b. Drug Abuse.....................................1...2...8
c. Mental Illness............................,....1...2...8
d. Inability to find and hold a Job ............... 1...2...8
e. Physical disability ............................ 1...2...8
f. Domestic violence/battering .................... 1...2...8
g. Other (SPECIFY) .1...2...8
h. DON'T KNOV..................................9&
i. EXFUSED.....................................97

SOURCES OF INCOMEr GOODS ARD SERVICES

41. Are your meals free, is there a fixed charse, or do you ask forvoluntary
contributions?

ire .......................................... 1 (SKIP TO Q42)
lixed ch_:ge .................................. 2
voluntary contribution ........................ 3
DON'T KNOV ....................................9&
_S_ ....................................... 97

&la. Vhat is the (charge/average donation)7

Breaker SI I · 1'I__1

Lunch (noon meal) $ IZl · I--I'1

Dinner (evening meal) S i--I · I t''l
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4lb. Bow do you determine vhat to (charge/ask) for your meals?

42. _'rtatare your annual (last year's) cash expenses for food/meal services in
the folloving categories: (READ RESPONSE CATEGOP_ES)

-- --IZla. Food................................. $ I I

b. _abor................................ $1 I i I ,

c. Suppli. (paper goods, et_.) ......... S I--I--I'I, IZI--I--I

d Ren S I--I--I-_'1 I--I--I--I· ti·ce·ell·Ieee eeeeoeeeeeeeeeoaeeee

e. Overhead (utilities, trash collection,
insurance, gasoline, etc.) ...........$ I--F.---'I--I , I--I--I--I

m

f. Other recurring costs ................ I--I---I I , I--I--t--I

g DON'T KNOV 94· ®e.eeeeeeeeeeeeeee.eeoeee

h. REFUSI.':n............................ 97

43. gas this a typt_m] year's exp,.-_,es?

yes ........... 1 (SKIP TO OA_):..:::::::.::::.2
DON'T KNOV.................................. 94
REFUSED..................................... 97

43a. Vhy vas last year not typical? (PROBES: RENOVATIONS. FnOD
SERVICE EOUIPMENT PURCHASE, 0TEER EQUIPMENT PURCHASE-VANS, ET"'
STAET-UP COSTS)
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A&. Do you get cash income for your MEAL services from: (READ RESPONSE
CATEGOR/ES)

YES NO DK
a. User donations/charges ........................... 1 ..... 2 ..... 8
b. Churches ........................... .............. 1 ..... 2 ..... 8
c. Corporations ..................................... 1 ..... 2 ..... 8
d. Individual Donors (not users) .................... 1 ..... 2 ..... 8
e. Foundations ...................................... ! ..... 2 ..... 8
f. United _ay (or equiv) ............................ 1 ..... 2 ..... 8
g. Local government .................................1.....2 .....8
h. State government .................................1.....2 .....8
i. Federal government .................. . ............ ! ..... 2 ..... 8
J. DON'T KNOV (to vhole Q) ................. 94
k. ILEFUSED................................. 97

_a. ghat are your tvo biggest sources of cash income?

1. ?ct?

2. Pct?

DON'T KNO; ......................... 9&
tLEFUSED............................97

45. Do you get the food _ou use everyday from: (RLU3 RESPONSE CATEGOIL:KS)

a. Retail purchase ................................... 1...2...8
b. Vholesale purchase ................................ 1...2...8
c. Govermnent (USDA) surplus commodities ........ _ .... 1...2...8
d. Food banks (exclusive of USDA commodities) ........ 1...2...8
e. Donations from loc_ stores ....................... 1...2...8
f. Donations from food producers, bakeries,

----eries,.etc .................................... 1...2...8
g. Donations from reliEtous or charitable

OrL-daizations ..................................... 1...2...8
h. Other (SPECIFY) .1...2...8
i. DON'T KNO_ ..................................94
j. F.KrusKO.....................................97

45a. lrnat are your tvo biggest sources of food?

1. Pct?

2. Pct?
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46. Row many people assist rich meal services (that is, food purchasing, pick-
up, preparation, service and clean-up)?

TOTAL HOURS PERCENTAGE
PEOPLE PER W_K OF WORK

Paidstaff I I--I--I--I--I I--I--I.I

Volunteer,, I--I--I--I--I I--I--I--I--I I_1--1--1

46a. Vnat are the total hours vorked per reek for meal services? (CODE
A_0VE)

46b. l;hat percentage of the york involved in meal services is done by
(paid staff/volunteers)? (CODE ABOVE)

46c. Does anyone among your staff or volunteers vorking on your meal
program have any training or experience (other than here) in
nutrition or food service york?

yes .............................. 1 (ASK 0 &6d)
nO....., ...., ........o .-.,... -.-._

DON'T KNOW....................... 94
REFUSED .................. _ ....... 97

46d. Please describe this training or experience.

NOV SKIP TO _51
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47. Vhere do your homeless people currently get food7

CIRCLE ALL
THAT APPLY

Other soup kitchens .......................... 1
Other shelters ............................... 2
Restaurants (Back doors, dumpsters) .......... 3
Restaurants vhere they pay ................... 4
Food pantry .................................. 5
Grocery store ................................ 6
Trash can ....................................7
Friends or relatives.........................8
Other (SPECIFY) ...9
DON'T KN0_ ...................................9&
REFUSED ......................................97

48. Do you have the physical facilities to meet licensing standards to provide
meals?

yese®eeeeeee®eeeeeeeeeee.eeeeeeeeeoeeeoe_

nO*,*..*,,..*,..,.............0.,0.,..,.2

DON'T KNOW .............................. 94
R.F.FUSED .................................97

49. Are you thin_in_ about expanding your services to provide one or more
meals?

yeSeeeeeeeeeeeee®®eemee.e®e®eeee®®eeee®el

no ......................................2 (SKIP TO (151)

50. ghat factors (are you considering/did you consider) in mahing these
decisions (to expand or not to)?
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P_AR_D

51. Before ye contacted you for this study, had you heard about the provisicns
that ,,llovhomeless people to exchange food stamps for lov-cost prepared
meals in facilities lika yours (as opposed to using them only in grocery
stores)?

yes .......................................... 1
nOeeeeee e me * e iee · eei e4eeeleee · leeee eeee *ee,ee2

DON'T KNO_................................... 94
REFUSED...................................... 97

5la. Have you applied to be able to accept food scamps, or are you
thinking about applying?

Rave applied ................................ 1
Thinking about applying ..................... 2
Decided not to apply ........................ 3
DON'T KNOV.................................. 94
P,EFUSED..................................... 97

5!b. Vhat factors influenced your (decision/thiuking)?

52. Do you think that the provisions to permit homeless people to ex:hange
food stamps for prepared meals rill affect the community of providers in
(THIS CITT) serving the homeless?

yes ........................................... l
nome eee eee · e eeeeee e eeeeeeee_eeeeeeeee eeeeeeee e_

maybe ......................................... 3
DON'T KNOW.................................... 9a
REFUSED....................................... 97

52a. Vhy or why not?
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52b. What advantages do you see associated vith the provisions?

52c. Vhat disadvantages or problems do you see vi th the provisions?

53. Do you have any suggestions on hov to improve the feeding of the homeless?

, i

· ' ' I T . :

5_. coed youbri.ny _plain your philosophyor _oals_or providings_ioes
to the homeless? (PROBES: REHABILITATION, SELF-SUFFICIENCY, MAINTENANCE)

,, !

,! .,,
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Heal Observations:

Vha: meal did you observe: Morning meal
Noon meal
Evening meal
Snack

W
Hov many separate observations did you sake (i.e., "meal A," "meal B, etc.)?

(this means you have a separate Food Portion Analysis form fo_ each
observation):

1 2 3 4 5

Have you vrttten the Provider ID t, the date and day of observation, the
Observation I and % of meals for that Observation, and your name on each
separate Food Portion Analysis?

The only acceptable ensver is "YesI" Do it nov!

Have you edited your Pood Portion Analysis forms for this site, mddng sure all
entries are clear -and legible? Do it nov!



TO Ig CODED AFTER .THE L_'Ti.KVIr.W IS CO._L£TED

HOW COOPERATIVE WAS _ $IT_ STAFF WLTH YOU IN YOUR DATA COhlECT%OS _FFSKi$'

C_KCLE

0,_ CODE

Totally %oopera=lve ................................... I

Mos:ly Ccopera=lve .................................... 2

Modera=ely Coopera=£ve ................................ 3

}_os=ly U=-Coopera:ive .................................

To=ally _n-Coopera=ive ................................ 5

CO._2_S:
m i i

mi mm imm mml m m

m

m I m

e

e



If you would like _o receive a copy of the r-xecutive Summary. of :he resulus

of :his study, please give us your n_e and mailing address.

Name

Organization

Address



Provider
Observation _ Z of meals ID

Date Day

FOOD PORTION ANALYSIS

55. Code meal type being observed: Morning meal .......................... 1
Noon meal ............................. 2

Evening meal .......................... 3

INT. Name: Snack.................................4

:'

. #OF

MY.AL :" FOOD APPROXIMATE UNITS

COMPON__N_ DESCRIPTION SIZE/_T!T SE_D

MILK

le

MEAT; .MEAT
ALTERNATIVE ........

2.

Im

VEGETABLE /

FRUIT

2.

_e

le

BREAD ----

2.

lie

1.

OTRKR

2.

e

56. Comments:

!i i ,.



'- OMBNo.:05840360

Expires:9/30/87

interviewer: IDNo.:

PREPAREDMEALS FOR THE HOMELESSPROJECT

SCI_ING QUESTIONNAIRE

SponsoredBy:

Food and.NutritionSe_ice

ConductedBy:

Urban Institute
Research Triangle Institute

Date of Inte_iew: / /

TimeIntervi_ AM
RespondentNMe: , Started: :

PM

Time Inte_iew i AM

ii iii

ScreeningResultCodes {CircleOne)

01 - Respondent Eligible
02 - Respondent Ineligible
03 - Refusal
04 - Breakoff
05 - Language Barrier
06 - Duplicate
07 - Unableto Locate
08 - Beds/SeatsSelected- Not

Occupied
09 - Beds/SeatsSelected- Occupied

But Not Screened
10 - Other {SPECIFY}



INTRODUCTION

Hello, I'm (YOUR NAME) from the Research Triangle Institute. We're conducting
a survey of homeless people for the U.S. Department of Agriculture. I'd like
to ask a few questions about you and where you s_ay· If you are eligible, I
would then like to ask you some additional questions. There are no kno_
risks or direct benefits to you for participating in this study· You are free
to withdraw from the study at any time or to refuse to answer any or all
questions. All of your answers and any information that would permit your
identification will be held in strict confidence.

SCREENING

S1. As of today, do you have some place here in (CITY NAME) that you con-
sider to be your home or the place where you live?

Yes ..................................... 01
No O2 m

I {SKIP TO Q S2)Don'tknow 94o.·eeoeoemoeoeeoee.eeeoeeeeoe. ·

Refused g7;eeeeeeeeeeeeeoe®eeeeeeeeleeeleeee

Sla. Is that an apartment; a room, a house, a shelter, or some other kind of
place?

An apartment ............................ 01
A room................ 02
A house._]..]l.]_]Z]..]]_..]...]].]. ]] 03
Dormitory hotel {place without
separate rooms that you pay for
yourself} .............................. 04
Hotel {place with separate rooms that
you pay for yourself) .................. 05

A shelter ............................... 06
A welfare or voucher hotel .............. 07

A spot in a public place (e.g., park
bench, bench in bus station, etc.) ..... 08

The streets ............................. og

An abandoned building ................... 10 {SKIP TO Q.S2)
A car or truck .......................... 11

Some other place (SPECIFY):._
I2

Oon t k"o-.., ......................... ]] g4
Refused ................................. g7

Slb. Is that your own place or someone else's place? By "own place," we
mean that you pay to stay there, even if someone else owns tn, place.

Own place ............................... 01 * (GO TO BOX 1)
Someone else's place .................... 02

Don't know .............................. 94 t (SKIP TO Q.Sld)
Refused ................................. 97



i, n

Box [

INTERVIEWER: IF R HAS HIS OWN PLACEWHICH IS AN APARTMENT,ROOM,
OR HOUSE, SKIP TO BOX 3, CLASSIFY AS HOMED, AND
READ TERMINATIONPARAGRAPH.

,i ,,,

Sic. Is that your parent's place, some other relative'splace, a friend's
place, or someone else's place!

Parent's 01ee®eeeeeeeeeeeeeeleeeleeeeeeeeee

Other relative's ........................ 02
Friend's................................03

Someoneelse's (SPECIFY):......
...... 04

Don't know ' 94eleelee_eeeeeleeeeeeeeeeeeeee4

Refused.................................97

Sld. How oftendo you use that place for sleeping? Wouldyou say every day,
almosteveryday, once or twicea week,or less than once a week?

Every day ............................... 01
Almosteveryday........................02
Once or twicea week 03 ieleeoeeelee!lllle4e_

Less than once a week ................... 04(Don'tknow 94 {SKIPTOQ S2)eeeet_eeee_eo!leeeoeeaeee_eeee ·

Refused ................................. g7

Sle. Do you have an arrangementwith your (parents/relatives/friends/someone
else) to sleep in their place on a regular basis?

Yes.....................................01 * (GO TO BOX 2)
No 02

t {SKIPTO Q S2)
eeoeo_ee_oeeeeee_lseel_eoee_!oeo_

Don't know..............................94
Refused ................................. g7 )

imln ii , I

Box 2

INTERVIEWER: IF R'S HOME IS SOMEONEELSE'SPLACEBUT R SLEEPS
THEREEVERY DAY OR ALMOSTEVERYDAY, AND THIS IS
A REGULARARRANGEMENT,SKIP TO BOX 3, CLASSIFYAS
HOMED,AND READ TERMINATIONPARAGRAPH.

iii iiiiiii iiiii
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S2. Where do you usually sleep? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Shelter ................................. 01
Welfare or voucher hotel ................ 02
Street,park, or other open space.......03
Public place {bus stations, buses,
subway, all-nightmovies, airports,
bar, etc.) .............................. 04
Abandoned building ...................... 05
Car or truck ............................ 06
Some other place (SPECIFY):

.. 07
Don't know .............................. g4
Refused ................................. 97

i i

IBox SCREENINGOUTCOMEFOR SHELTERSAND SOUP KITCHENS

3

CIRCLE APPROPRIATE NUMBER BELOW AND PROCEED ACCORDINGLY.

R IS HOMELESS -- Someone who has no place he considers home or
whose ho_ is neither a room, an apartment,
nor a house_ or v_qoseroom, apartment,or
house is not his o_m, and he either stays
there twice a v_ek or less or has no arrange-
mnt to sleep there regularly .................. 01

R IS HOMED -- (READTERMINATIONPARAGRAPHBELOW)................02
i i i

ASK Q.S:)AND Q.S:3AONLY AT CONGREGATINGSITES.

S3. Over the past seven days, since last (DAY OF INTERVIEW),have you spent
any night in a shelter?

Yes.......... OI- (GOTO BOX4)::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .::... 02
Don't know..............................94
Refused.................................97

S3a. Over the past seven days, since last (DAY OF INTERVIEW),have you eaten
any meals in a soup kitchen, shelter, or other place servingfree
meals?

Yes ..................................... O1
No......................................02
Don't know.............................. 94 (GO TO BOX 4)
Refused ................................. 97



m

Box 4
SCREENING OUTCOME FOR CONGREGATING SITES:

CIRCLE APPROPRIATE NUMBER BELOW AND PROCEED ACCORDINGLY.

R iS ELIGIBLE - R is homeless and has pot used a shelter
or meal service within the last seven

days ......................................... 01

R IS INELIGIBLE - R is homeless but has used a shelter or

meal service within the last seven days ...... 02
i iiii m

IF R IS HOMELESS OR ELIGIBLE FOR CONGREGATING SiTE SAMPLE, READ THE FOLLOWING
PARAGRAPH:

(Now/In a fe_ minutes) I'd like to ask you some more questions about
you, where you stay, and what you eat. The interview will take about
15 minutes and we will pay you $5.00 for your time. All of your
answers will be kept strictly confidential.

IF R IS HOMED OR INELIGIBLE FOR CONGREGATING SITE SAMPLE, READ THE TERMINATION
PARAGRAPH BELOW AND COMPLETE QUF_STIONS S4. - S7.

Those are all the questions i have for you. Thank you very much for
your time and participation. Let me assure you again that all the
information you have given will be kept strictly confiUential.



IF YOU ARE NOT CONTINUINGTO THE _ _._ QUESTIONNAIRE,OR IF THIS IS A BREJkK-
OFF, COMPLETE THIS PAGE.

S4. GENDER

Male ..................................... O1
F_ale .................................. 02
Don't kn_ ..............................94

S5. _CE

Black ................................... O1
White, not Hispanic ..................... 02
Hispanic.......

.... 04
Asian.......................... 05

Don't know............ .................. 94

S6. R'S APPROXIMATEAGE

UNDER I8................................O!
18-30 .................................... 02
31-50 ................................... 03
51-65 ................................... 04
65+.....................................05
Oon't kn_ ...............................94

S7. DID R APPEARTO BE... (CIRCLE ALL THATAPPLY)

Drunk .... ---..--.......... 01
Under th;'infiJ;nc; of'drugs".'""'. .. _2
Seriously . 03co,fu,,d..i!l::::.:::::::::::::::::::::: 04
Incoherent ..... 05
oi:y :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 06
Shabbily dressed........................07
Carrying packages with pemonal
belongings ............................... 08
Lucid and alert..........................09

Other(SPECIFY) i · 10

FOR BREAKOFWS ONLY:

S8. INDICATETHE REASONS FOR THE BREAKOFF:

· i i
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OMB No.: 05840360

Expires: 9/30/87

Interviewer: IDNo.:

PREPARED MEALS FOR THE HOMELESS PROJECT

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Sponsored By:

Food and Nutrition Service

Conducted By:

Urban Institute
Research Triangle Institute

Date of Interview: / /

AM
Time Interview Started: I I t

PM

ii

Survey Result Coc_es (Circle One)

21 - Interview Complete
22 - Refusal
23 - Unable to Locate
24 - Breakoff

25 - Language Barrier
26 - Duplicate
27 - Other (SPECIFY)

i iiii i



The following questions ask _or more information about you, where you stay,
and what you eat. The interview will take about 15 minutes an_ we will pay
you $5.00 for your time. All of your answers will be kept strictly
confidential.

SHELTER

1. How long have you lived in (CITY NAME)? (PROBE FOR CONTINUOUS RESIDENCY)

A week or less ............................... 01
One to three weeks ........................... 02
One to five months ........................... 03
Six months to eleven months .................. 04

One to five years ............................ 05
Six to ten years ............................. 06
Eleven or more years ......................... 07
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97

2. Where did you sleep or rest during the last 24 hours? (READ RESPONSE
CATEGORIES AND CIRCLE ALL'THAT APPLY)

Shelter (SPECIFY): .. 01
Street, park or other open place ............. 02
Public place (buses, bus station, airport,
all-night movie, subway, bar, etc.} .......... 03
Someone's room, apartment or house ........... 04
An abandoned building ........................ 05
A car, van or truck .......................... 06
Someplaceelse(SPECIFY): 07
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97

i



3. Over the last seven daysj that is, since last (DAY OF INTERVIEW), on how
many days did you sleep or rest in the following places: (READ RESPONSE
CATEGORIES)

D_YS PEG WEEK

a. In a shelter ..................................

b. In a rented room.............................. _

c. On the streets, in a park.....................

d. tn a bus, bus station, all-night movie, airport,
subway, bar, or some other public place.......

e. In a family member's or relative's home .......

f. In someone else's home or apartment...........

g. In an empty or abandoned building .............

h. Elsewhere (SPECIFY):

i. TOTAL ......................................... _'_

4. When was the last time you had a home or other permanent place to stay?
{PROBE FOR MONTH AND YEAR)

LLJ
MONTH YEAR

5. Was that an apartment, a room, a house, or some other kind cf place?

Apartment .................................... 01
Room ......................................... 02
House ........................................ 03
Some other kind of place (SPECIFY)

.. 04
Don't kno_ ................................... 94
Refuse_ ...................................... g7
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6. Did you live in that place by yourself or did you live there with other
people?

Lived alone .................................. 01 - (SKIP lO Q.6b)
Lived with other people ...................... 02

Don't know...................................g4 } {SKIP TO Q.7}Refused ...................................... 97

6a. Who did you share that place with? _as it family or relatives,
friends, or someone else? Specifically]_ was it with... {READ RE-
SPONSE CATEGORIES AND CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Spouse.......................................01
Children..................:..................02
Parents (Mother and/or Father)............... 03
Sisters and/or brothers......................04

Grandparents ................................. 05
Other relatives..............................06
Friends......................................07

Other persons (SPECIFY):
.. 08

Oon't know...................................g4
Refused......................................97

6b. Why did you leave that place? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Evicted ...................................... 01
Asked to leave...............................02

Didn't get along with people there........... 03
Not a good location for me...................04
Building condemned, destroyed, or urban
renewal ...................................... 05

Other (SPECIFY): i i

.. 06
Don't know...................................g4
Refused......................................97

FOOD AND BEVERAGE INTAKE

7. In general, would you say the healthfulness of your diet is... (READ RE-
SPONSE CATEGORIES)

Excellent .................................... 0I

Very good .................................... 02
Good ......................................... 03
Fair.........................................04
Poor.........................................05
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97
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8. Which of the following best describes your situation in terms of the food
you eat? {READ RESPONSE CATEGORIES)

Get enough of the kinds 'of food you
want to eat .................................. 01 l

Get enoughbut not alwayswhatyou I (SKIPTO Q.IO)want to eat ......... ,........................ 02
Sometimes not enough to eat .................. 03
Often not enough to eat.. .................... 04
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97

9. How often do you find that you do not have enough food to eat?

Every day .................................... 01
Every other day .............................. 02
Two times a week.............................03
Once a week .................................. 04
Several times a month ........................ 05
Other (SPECIFY): .. 06
Never ........................................ 07 4 (SKIP TO Q.IO)
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ............. '......................... 97

ga. Why do you not have enough food to eat? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Do not have a place to get food.............. 01
Do not have a placeto cook/storefood.......02
Do not have enough money to buy food......... 03
Can't get to placesthat servefood..........04
Don't like the foods served .................. 05
Can'tchew the foodsserved..................06
Other (SPECIFY):

.. 07
'. ...... g4Don't know.

Refused ...................................... g7

10. How many times do you usuallyeat in a day?

Less than once per day ....................... 01
Once per day ................................. 02
Twice per day ................................ 03
Three times per day .......................... DS
Four times per day ........................... 05
Five times per day ........................... 06
More than five times per day................. 07
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97



11. We are interestedin how you get food and where you eat. During the past
seven days, since last (DAY OF INTERVIEW), on ho_ many days aid you get
food from each of the following places? (READ RESPONSE CATEGORIES).

DAYS PER WEEK

a. Soup kitchens.................................

b. Shelter where you live........................ [--']

c. Food pantry...................................

d. Food wagon ....................................

e. Friend's or relative's place..................

f. Grocery store .................................

g. Restaurant where you pay ......................

h. Restaurant (backdoor, handouts)..............

i. Trash cans ....................................

j. Feeding site for elderly......................

k. Other(SPECIFY):

Don't know .................................... 94
Refused ....................................... 97
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ASK 0.12 ONLY OF PEOPLE AT MEAL SITES, INCLUDING SHELTERS THAT SERVE MEALS -
FOR ALL OTHERS,SKIP TO Q.13._

12. How oftendo you come to this place for food?

Once a day ................................... 01
Twice a day .................................. 02
Three times a day ............................ 03
Every other day .............................. 04
Once a week .................................. 05
Once a month ................................. 06
Other(SPECIFY): ..07
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97

12a. Where else do you go for food? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Soup kitchens ............................... 01
Shelter where I live........................ 02
Food pantry ................................. 03
Food wagon .................................. 04
Friend's or relative's place ................ 05
Grocery store ............................... 06
Restaurant where I pay...................... 07
Restaurant (back door, handouts) ............ 08
Trash cans .................................. Og
Congregate feeding site for elderly ......... 10
Other(SPECIFY): 11
Don't know .................................. 94
Refused ..................................... 97

13. Where will you get food for your next meal?

Soup kitchens ............................... 01
Shelter where I live........................ 02
Food pantry ................................. 03
Food wagon .................................. 04
Friend's or relative's place ................ 05
Grocery store ............................... 06
Restaurant where I pay...................... 07
Restaurant(backdoor,handouts)............08
Trash cans .................................. og
Congregate feeding site for elderly ......... 10
Other(SPECIFY): .......... 11
Don't know .................................. ga
Refused ..................................... 97

14. In the last seven days, since last (DAY OF INTERVIEW), did you go a whole
day without anything to eat?

Yes .......................................... 01
Nc ........................................... 02 )

Dontt know...................................94 l (SKIPTO Q.15)Refused ...................................... 97



I4a. How many days last week did you go without anything to eat?

Number of days .............................. II

Don't know ................................... g4
Refused ............. ......................... 97

14b. Why did you go without anything to eat for (NUMBER OF DAYS)?
(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Forgot to eat ................................ D1
Not hungry/don't feel like eating............ 02
Fasting one time a week ...................... 03
Was sick or not feeling well ................. 04
Didn't have any money ........................ 05
Spent money on other things .................. 06
Had no place to get food ..................... 07
Had no way to get to place with food ......... 08
Missed meal time ............................. 09
Other (SPECIFY):

.. 10
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97

15. Do you ever go without anything to eat for two or more days at a time?

Yes .......................................... 01

........................................... 02 )

Don't know ................................... 94 I (SKIP TO Q.16)Refused ...................................... g7

15a. HOw often?

A few times a year ........................... 01
Once a month ................................. 02
Twice a month ................................ 03
Once a week .................................. 04

Two days a week .............................. 05
More than two days a week .................... 06
Other(SPECIFY}: 07
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97
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15b. Why do you go withou_tanything to eat for two or more days?
(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Forgot to eat............·.................... 0i
Not hungry/don't feet like eating............ 02
Fasting one time a week ...................... 03
Was sick or not feeling well ................. 04
Didn't have any money ........................ 05
Spent money on other things .................. 06
Had no place to get food ..................... 07
Had no way to get to place with food......... 08
Missed meal time ............................. Og
Other (SPECIFY):

.. 10
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97
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l&. Nm_, I would like you to describe everything you ate and drank yesterday.
Please tell me everything you ate and drank from the time you got up in
the morning to the time you went to sleep last night. I am interested in
what you ate and drank at meals, as well as snacks, o_her fooCs, or drinks
you had between meals.

INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTIONS:

FILL IN ffHEONE-DAY FOOD LIST ON THE NEXT PAGE. ASK QUESTIONS AND PROBES IN
THE FOLLOWING ORDER: 1. SPONTANEOUS RECALL; 2. PROBES FOR ADDITIONAL ITEMS;
3. DESCRIPTIONS OF MIXED FOOD ITEMS SUCH AS CASSEROLES OR SANDWICHES; 4. NUM-
BER OF PORTIONS, OR SIZE IF PORTION IS UNUSUALLY LARGE OR SMALL.

1. SPONTANEOUS RECALL
ASK Q.16 AS WRITTEN ABOVE. THIS QUESTION ASKS FOR A SPONTANEOUS
RECALL OF ALL FOOD ITEMS EATEN OR DRUNK YESTERDAY, FROM 12 MIDNIGHT
TO THE NEXT 12 MIDNIGHT (ALTHOUGH YOU WILL ASK THE QUESTION AS "FROM
WHEN YOU GOT UP TO WHEN YOU WENT TO SLEEP.")

IN THE COLUMN MARKED "FOOD ITEM," WRITE DOWN ALL THE FOODS AND DRINKS
THAT THE INDIVIDUAL RECALLS. GIVE THE PERSON TIME TO THINK. TRY NOT
TO INTERRUPT THE PERSON WHEN THEY ARE TRYING TO RECALL FOODS OR
DRINKS.

IT MAY HELP THE PERSON TO RECALL FOODS EATEN BY TIME OF DAY. Q.16
HAS BEEN LAID OUT TO ENABLE YOU TO WRITE DOWN FOODS BY WHEN THEY WERE
CONSUMED. YOU CAN ALSO USE TIME OF DAY AS A PROBE (E.G., "DID YOU
HAVE ANYTHING TO EAT OR DRINK BEFORE YOU WENT TO BED?")

2. PROBES FOR ADDITIONAL ITEMS

AFTER THE PERSON TELLS YOU EVERYTHING HE/SHE REMEMBERS CONSUMING,
THEN GO BACK AND PROBE FOR ADDITIONAL ITEMS. USE THE LIST OF FOODS
ON P. 10 TO PROBE. USE THE HANDOUT PICTURES OF FOODS, AS NECESSARY.

FIND OUT WHETHER OTHER FOODS SUCH AS SPREADS (BUTTER, MARGARINE,
GRAVY, JELLY), BEVERAGES, FRUITS, SNACK ITEMS (SUCH AS CANDY, CHIPS,
COOKIES) FOR MEALS, ASK IF THEY HAD SOUPS, SALADS, OR DESSERTS.

WRITE ANY ADDITIONAL ITEMS ELICITED BY THESE PROBES IN THE 'IFOSD
ITEM" COLUMN, PUTTING SUCH ITEMS IN THE SPACE CORRESPONDING TO THE
TIME OF DAY EATEN.

3. DESCRIPTIONS OF MIXED KOOD ITEMS

FOR EVERY MIXED FOOD ITEM, SUCH AS A SANDWICH, CASSEROLE, STEW, SOUP,
SALAD, ETC., ASK WHAT TYPES OF FOODS IT CONTAINED. WRITE ALL DES-
CRIPTORS OF SEPARATE FOOD COMPONENTS (E.G., BREAD, PEANUT BUTTE_,
JELLY, MACARONI, CHEESE, HAM) IN THE "DESCRIPTION" COLUMN.

_. NUMEE_ OF PORTIONS OR PO_T!ON SIZE
ESTIMATE THE AMOUNT OF FOOD EATEN, SUCH AS THE NUMBER OF SERVINGS.
IF POSSIBLE, TRY TO DETERMINE GENERAL SiZE OF SERVINS SUCH AS ONE,
TWO, OR THREE SLICES/SERVINGS; A SIP, A SMALL GLASS, 02 A WH_LE CA_,
OF CACBONATED DRINKS; ONE OR TWO PIECES OF FRUIT, ETC.

WRITE NUMBER OF PORTIONS, OR PORT,ON SIZE, IN THE "PO_TI_N" CCLU_N.
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USE AS PROBES FOR QUESTION 16, ADDITIONAL FOODS

BREAD AND CEREALS
Breads, rolls, crackers
Cereal, cooked or ready-to-eat
Noodles, macaroni, rice
Pancakes. waffles, sweet breads

FRUITS

Juice: grape, orange, tomato
Citrus fruits: oranges, grapefruit
Non-citrus fruits: apples, pear, banana
Dried fruits: raisins, prunes

VEGETABLES

Starchy vegetables: potatoes, peas. corn
Dark-green vegetables: spinach, broccoli, greens
Soups: vegetable
Dark-yellow vegetables: carrots, squash
Other vegetables: beans, celery

MEATS
Red meats: hamburger, sandwich meat, hot dogs
Chicken
Fish: tuna, sardines, fried fish sandwich
Eggs and egg dishes
Peanut butter
Dried peas and beans
Mixed meat dishes: chili, tacos, spaghetti

MILK
Milk
Cheese
Yogurt
Ice cream/pudding/ice milk
Mixed cheese dish: pizza, macaroni/cheese

OTHER
Wine, beer, whiskey
Chips, pretzels, popcorn
Sweets: doughnut, sweet roll. cake, pie, candy
Carbonated drink, fruit punch, tea, coffee
Fats and oils: margarine, butter, salad dressing, gravy
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ONE-DAY FO00 AND BEVERAGE LIST

FOOD ITEM DESCRIPTION PORTION/SIZE

MORNING t

MIDMORNING

NOON

Ill I

AFTERNOON

EVENING

BEFORE BED

l

 !COHOI C EVER G SI l
' i i

!
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16a. Would you say that this is typical of what you usually eat-and drink?

Yes .......................................... 01 * (SKIP 10 Q.17)
No ........................................... 02
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97

16b. How and why was what you ate and drank yesterday different from what
you usually eat and drink?

More than I usually eat ...................... 0t
Less than I usually eat ...................... 02
Other (SPECIFY):

... 03
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97

I7. In the past month, did you pay for any food or meal?

Yes .......................................... 01
No ........................................... 02
Don't know ................................... 94 (SKIP TO Q.18)
Refused ............ _......................... 97

17a. How did you pay? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Cash.........................................01
Food stamps..................................02
Work at feeding site........................'.03
Trade something..............................04
Other (SPECIFY): ii

.. 05
i ·

Don't know ................................... g4
Refused ...................................... g7

lB. In the past month, did you pay for anything you drank?

Yes .......................................... 01

No ........................................... 02(Don't know...................................94 (SKIP TO Q.19)
Refused ...................................... 97

1Sa. How did you pay? {CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Cash ......................................... 01

Food stamps .................................. 02
Work at feeding site ......................... 03
Trade something .............................. 04
Other (SPECIFY):

.. 05
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97
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WORK INCOME, SUPPORT

19. Are you working now at a steady job, that is, a job for pay that has
lasted for more than three months?

Yes .......................................... 01 - (SKIP TO Q.22)
No ........................................... 02
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97

20. Have you worked at all for pay at any time over the last 30 days?

Yes .......................................... 01
No ........................................... 02
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97

2Da. Have you looked for a job at any time during the last 30 days?

Yes .......................................... 01
No........................................... 02
Don't know................................... 94
Refused ...................................... 97

21. Think back to the last time you held a steady job (that is, a job for pay
that lasted for more than three months). Can you tell me when you fin-
ished or left that job? (PROBE FOR MONTH AND YEAR)

MONTH YEAR

Never held a steady job ...................... gg
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... g7

22. What is the last grade of school you completed?

Did not finish elementary school (0-7)....... 01
Did not graduate from high school (8-11)..... 02
High school graduate or GED (12) ............. 03
Some college or post high school ............. 04
College graduate ............................. 05
College graduate plus post graduate
or professional training ..................... 06
Don't know ................................... 94
Refused ...................................... g7
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23. Over the last 30 days, have you received an),cash, checks, or money orders
from...

DON'T

YES ND KNO_ RE_US_D

a. Your relatives or family? ............... 01 .. 02 ... 94 .... 97
b. Your friends? ........................... 0t .. 02 .., 94 .... 97
c. AFDC or ADC?............................01 .. 02 ... g4 .... _7
d. General assistance? ..................... 01 .. 02 ,,. 94 .... 97
e. Unemployment insurance? ................. 01 .. 02 ,.. 94 .... g7
f. SSI (not including old age pension)?.... 01 .. 02 ... 94 .... g7
g. Social Security or other old age

pension or veterans benefits? ........... D! .. D2 ... 94 .... 97
h. Disability payments or workmen's

compensation? ........................... 01 .. 02 ... 94 .... 97
i. Working at a job like in a factory

or selling newspapers or other things?.. 01 .. 02 ... 94 .... g7
j. lrading or swapping things with

other people? ........................... 01 .. 02 ... 94 .... 97
k. Gifts? .................................. 01 .. 02 ... 94 .... g?
1. Handouts_ 01 02 94 97

m. Selling blood or plasma? ................ 01 .. 02 ... 94 .... 97
n. Some other source? ...................... 01 .. 02 ... g4 .... 97

(SPECIFY):

24. In the last 30 days, approximately how much money did you get from all of
the sources we just talked about, including work for pay, General Assis-
tance, and AFDC?

$

Don't know .............................. g4
Refused ................................. 97

24a. Do you have cash or savings worth more than $2,000?

Yes ..................................... D1
No ...................................... 02
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. g7

FOOD STAMPS

25. Do you have a mailing address, or other arrangement, where you coul:
receive food stamps by mail?

Yes ..................................... 01
No ...................................... 02
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. _7
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25a Do you receive food stamps now?

Yes ..................................... Oi

No ...................................... 02 t
Don't know .............................. g4 (SKIP TO Q.27)
Refused................................. g7

25b. How much do you get each month?

25c. How long have you been getting food stamps? (PROBE FOR NUMBER OF
MONTHS)?

MONTHS

26. How do you use your food stamps? (READ RESPONSE CATEGORIES AND CIRCLE ALL
THAT APPLY)

Buy food from grocery stores ............ 01
Buy food from restaurants ............... 02
The stamps go directly to the program
where I live ............................ 03
Sell them for cash ...................... 04
They get stolen or lost................. 05 (SKIP TO Q.29)

Other (SPECIFY):....... 06

Refused ................................. g7

27. Have you ever received food stamps?

Yes ..................................... 01 - (SKIP TO Q.28)
No ...................................... 02
Don't know.............................. 94
Refused................................. g7

27a. Have you ever applied for food stamps?

Yes ..................................... 01
No ...................................... 02 - (SKIP TO Q.27c)
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. g7 | (SKIP TO Q.2g)
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27b. When you applied for food stamps the last time, what happened?

Turned down ............................. 01 - (SKIP TO Q.2ld)
Received payments ....................... 02
Application pending ..................... 03
Withdrew application .................... 04
Other(SPECIFY): (SKIPTOQ.29)

.. 05
Don't kno, .............................. 94
Refused ' g7eeeee.eee*e eee,eeee.lle...*,

27c. Can you tell me any reasons why you have never applied for food
stamps? (READ RESPONSE CATEGORIES AND CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Didn't know about them .................. 01 -
Knew about them but didn't think
was eligible ............................ 02
Didn't know how/where to apply.......... 03
Too much trouble, don't like
offices/paperwork.......................04 k (SKIP TO Q.2g)
Didn't have any way to cook food ........ 05
Didn't have a mailing address where
You could get food stamps ............... 06
Other (SPECIFY):

.. 07
Don'tknow 94eeeeeeeeeeeeleeeee!leeemee®eee

Refused 97'm_eei*ileaelelle_eem.ee_eelem.,i,

27d. Why were you turned down?

(SKIP TO Q.2g)
Don'tknow 94oe_eee_!eellolleeeeemeeeeell®_

Refused ................................. 97

28. When you did have food stamps, how did you use them? (READ RESPONSE CATE-
GORIES AND CIRCLE ALL THAl APPLY)

Bought food from grocery store .......... 01
Buy food from restaurants ............... 02
The stamps went directly to the
program where I lived ................... 03
Sold them for cash ...................... 04
They got stolen or lost ................. 05
Other (SPECIFY): I

.. 06
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. g7
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29. If you have food that needs to be cooked before you can eat it, do you
have a place where you can go to cook that food?

Yes ..................................... 01
NO ...................................... 02
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. 97

29a. Suppose that you could use food stamps to get prepared meals at a
soup kitchen or shelter. Would you want to use food stamps that way?

Yes ..................................... 01
No ...................................... 02 _ (SKIP TO Q.29c)
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. 97

29b. If you went to a soup kitchen or shelter and they said you could get
the meal free or you could give some food stamps for the meal, would
you give them food stamps?

Yes ..................................... 01 - (SKIP TO Q.30)
No ....................................... 02

Don't know .............................. 94 (SKIP TO Q.30)
Refused ................................. 97

2gc. Why not? (IN RESPONSE TO A "NO" ON EITHER Q.29a OR Q.29b)
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RESPONDENT HISTORY AND D_RAPHICS

30, I am going to read to you a list of experiences some people may have had.
For each one, tell me whetheryou have ever had that experience.

DON'T
YES NO 5NOW REFUSED

a. Been in the military,including
the reserve?............................01 .. 02 ... 94 .... g7

b. (IF YES) Did you serve in Vietnam?......01 .. 02 ... 94 .... 97
c. Been a patient in a detoxification

(detox) or treatment center for
alcohol or drug abuse?..................D1 .. 02 ... 94 .... g7

d. Served time in a state or
federal prison? ......................... 01 .. 02 ... g4 .... 97

e. Been in a city or county jail for
more than three or four days?...........01 .. 02 ... g4 .... 97

f. Been admitted to a mental hospital
so that you stayed overnight?...........01 .. 02 ... 94 .... 97

31. What is your present marital status? Are you... {READ RESPONSE
CATEGORIES)

Married and neither divorced
nor separated ........................... 01
Divorced or separated ................... 02
Widowed ................................. 03
Single and never married ................ 04
Don't know ..... ......................... 94
Refused ................................. 97

32. In the last year, have you ever seen a doctor or visited a clinic or hos-
pital emergency room?

Yes ..................................... 01
No ...................................... 02
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. g7

32a. In the last year, has a doctor or other medical person given you
medicine or treated you for a disease or health condition?

Yes ..................................... 0i
No ...................................... 02
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. 97
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32b. Do you have any of the following medical conditions? (READ RESPONSE
CATEGORIES AND CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Sugar in your blood (diabetes) .......... 01
Anemia (poor blood) ..................... 02
High blood pressure ..................... 03
Heart disease/stroke.................... 04
Problems with yourlliver ................ 05
Arthritis, rheumatism, joint problems... 06
Chest infection, cold, cough,
bronchitis .............................. 07
Pneumonia ............................... 08

Tuberculosis (TB) (spitting up blood)... Og
Cancer .................................. 10

Problem walking, lost limb, other
handicap ................................ 11
Other(SPECIFY): ..12
None .................................... 13
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. 97

33. Would you say your health, in general, now is excellent, very good, good,
(air, or poor?

Excellent ............................... 01
Very good ............................... 02
Good .................................... 03
Fair .................................... 04
Poor .................................... 05
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. g7
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34. Now, I am going to ask some questions about how you felt over the last
week. Tell me whether you never felt that way last week, felt that way
some of the time last week, or felt that way most of the time last week.

SOME MOST
OF THE OF THE DON'T

NEVER T!ME TIM..__.EEKNOW REFUSED
a. Was your appetite so poor

that you did not feel like
eating? ....................... 01 ... 02 ... 03 ... 94 .... g7

b. Did you feel so tired and
worn out that you could
not enjoy anything? ........... 01 ... 02 ... 03 ... 94 .... 97

c. Did you feel depressed?....... 01 ... 02 ... 03 ... 94 .... 97

d. Did you feel unhappy about
the way your life is going?... 01 ... 02 ... 03 ... 94 .... 97

e. Did you feel discouraged
and worried about your
future? ....................... 01 ... 02 ... 03 ... 94 .... 97

f. Did you feel lonely?.......... 01 ... 02 ... 03 ... 94 .... 97

35. Was there ever a time in your life when you felt so bad that you tried to
kill yourself, that is, tried to conTnit suicide?

Yes ..................................... 01
No ...................................... 02
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused ................................. g7

36. How old are you?

II1
36a. What is your date of birth? (PROBE FOR MONTH, DAY, AND YEAR)

MONTH DAY YEAR
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37. Are you by yourself or do you have some family (husband/wife,children,or
some other relatives)or friendswho are also homelesswith you? (CIRCLE
ALL THAT APPLY)

R is by her/himself.....................01
Children: Ho_ many (SPECIFY):. .... 02Nonfamily {SPECIFY): .. 05
Don't know .............................. 94
Refused.................................97

TERMINATIONPARAGRAPH: Those are all the questions I have for you. Thank you
very much for your time. Let me assure you again that all the information you
have given will be kept strictly confidential. If you will sign this receipt,
I can give you the SS.OD we agreed on. lhanks.

TIME AM
FINISHED

PM
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INTERVIEWER OBSERVATIONS
(TO BE CIRCLEDFOR ALL INTERVIEWSINCLUDINGBREAKOFFS,REFUSALS, AND

-UNABLE TO LOCATES)

38. Gender

Male .................................... 01
Female .................................. 02
Don't know .............................. 94

39. Race

Black ................................... 01

White, not Hispanic.....................02
Hispanic ................................ 03
American Indian.........................04
Asian...................................05

Other(SPECIFY):. ..06
Don't know .............................. 94

40. Did R appearto be... (CIRCLEALL THAT APPLY)

Drunk ................................... 01
Under the influenceof drugs............02
Physicallyill..........................03
Confused................................04
Incoherent..............................05
Dirty and unwashed ...................... 06
Shabbily dressed ........................ 07
Carrying packages with personal
belongings .............................. 08
Lucid and alert ......................... og
Other(SPECIFY): ..10titmt t t

41. R's locationwhen contactedfor interview: (CIRCLEONE)

Shelternot servingmeals................01
Shelterwith meal service...............02
Meal provider (no shelter)..............03
Sidewalk,street,or alley..............04
Park .......... _......................... 05
In public accessbuilding (e.g.,
bus or train station,lobbyof
apartment,bar, theatre,etc.)..........06
Parking lot ............................. 07
Other (SPECIFY):

.. 08
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._. n_ n,_r,_cn_ J_ren _ere pnyslcal )y present with R?

43. Was a spouse (partner) physically present with R?

Yes ..................................... 01
No ...................................... 02
Don't know .............................. 94

_4. Interviewer comments:

FOR BREAKOFFS ONLY:

45. Indicate the reasons for the breakoff:

46. Estimate R's approximate age:

Under 18 ................................ 01
18-30 ................................... 02
31-50 ................................... 03
51-65 ................................... 04
65_ ..................................... 05
Oon't know .............................. 94
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LOCAL FOOD STAMP OFFICE DATA COLLECTION PROTOCOL

City. Date

Local Food Stamp Office Interviewer

Address

Phone

Person interviewed (name and position)

Time started: : am/pm

CERTIFICATION

We are interested in the procedures your office follows in getting food stamps
to homeless persons.

1. What are your procedures for determining eligibility for homeless food
stamp applicants?

lc. If identity is a problem, how do you establish the individual's
identity_
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lb. Vhat other documentation or information do you require the applicant to
supply (in addition to documentation of identity?

lc. Do you give expedited service :o homeless applicants?

lc.i. If TES, in vhat percentage of cases?

ld. Are the procedures you've Just described different from procedures you
use for regular food stamp applicants (non-homeless)?

Yes !
No 2

ld.1 IF YES, how?

lc. Have you chang_ any certification procedures relevant to homeless
applicants during the las_ year?

Yes 1
No 2

le.1 IF YES, what have you =hanged, and vhy?
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2. If you have had any problems vi:h e!iKibi!ity determina:ion procedures for
homeless persons, could you describe them:

3. Vhat are the most common reasons for not being able to certify homeless
persons to receive food stamps?

ISSUANCE

&. Hov do you issue food stamps to homeless persons? (PROBE for any regular--
e.g., monthly--reporting requirements as part of the issuance procedure)

m, n

,, , i ,,

5. Have you changed any iss,,-nce procedures relevant to homeless applican:s
during the last year?

Tes 1
No 2

Sa. IF T_S, vhat have you changed, amd vhy?
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6. Please describe any problems your office has had vith actually gettin K food

stamps to homeless persons:

6a. Bow often do such difficulties occur, that is, in about vhat percent of
homeless cases?

DATA ON HOMELESS FOOD STAMP RECIPIENTS

7. Can you tell me hov many homeless people vere certified to receive food

stamps during the last month? (this means a count of ALL homeless people
receiving fs last month, NOT Just ney actions)

7a. If you do not have these figures nov, could you get them? Is the

information computerized, or identified in the case file, or is there any
other information that vould alloy you to retrieve these numbers? Please

describe any method that vould produce these figures.

If your office cannot produce these figures, vhy not?



8. Can you tell me what the dollar value of food stamps issued to homeless
persons vas during the last month?

Sa. If you do not have these figures nov, could you get them? Is the
information computerized, or identified in the case file, or is there any
other information that would alloy you to retrieve these numbers? Please
describe any method that would produce these figures.

If your office cannot produce these figures, why not?

OTMER PROCEDURES

9. Do you do anything to inform homeless people of their eligibility for food
stamps?

Yes 1 ghat?
No 2

10. Have you established contacts with shelters, meal sites and other providers
serving the homeless to let them know about eligibility?

Yes 1 Please describe.
No 2

11. Do you have any suggestions for improving food stamp certification and
issuance procedures for homeless persons?

-5-



12. Will you send me copies of any _pecial forms or procedures your office
uses for eligibility, approval, accountability, or reporting _ith

respect to certifying homeless persons for food stamps?

That's about the end of my questions. Is there anything I've missed, or

anything else you would llke to add?

Thank you for your time.

Time finished: : _tm/pm
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LIST OF PROVIDERS ALrrl_Ol_n TO ACCEPT FOOD STAMPS
UNDER TH_ PP,EP_ _ PROVISION,
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LIST OF PROVIDERS AUTHORIZED TO ACCEPT FOOD STAMPS

UNDER THE PREPARED MF.ALS PROVISION,
IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER BY STATE AND CITY

. AS OF MARCH31, 1988

PROVIDER TO%_ ST

OUR LADy OF GUADELUPE SHELTER COLEXIC0 CA

HOUSE OF HOPE EL CEh'TRO CA

SALVATION ARMY HOSPITALITY HOUSE EL CMN"FRO CA

GOOD SHEPHERD CTR FOR HOMELESS WOMEN LOS ANGELES CA

VALLEYSHELTER N HOLLYWOOD CA

MARY BAKER MISSIONCENTER PORTERVILLE CA

LA PUENTEHOME,INC. ALAMOSA CO
RED CROSS EMERGENCY TEMPORARY SHELTER COLORADO SPRINGS CO

CAPITOL HILL COMMUNITY SERVICES DEN%q_R CO
LIGHTHOUSE GOSPEL MINISTRIES RESCUE MISSION GRAND JUNCTION CO

SALVATION ARMY EMERGENCY SHELTER BELLESViLLE IL

HOME SVC_T HOI%E MISSION BLOOMINGTON IL

GOOD SAMARITANMOUSE CARBONDALE IL
POLISH UELFAIIE' ASS'N TURNING POINT SHELTF.R CHICAGO IL

ANNA BIXBY VOMEN'S CENTER HARKiSBURG IL

CLARK STREET HOUSE OF MERCY DES MOINES I0

DOOROF FAITHMISSION DES MOINES IO

SALVATION ARMY MONROE LA
SHREVEPORT-BOSSiER RESC. MISSION & FAM CTR SHREVEPORT LA

HOSPITALITY HOUSE ASHEVILLE NC

GRAND FORKS MISSION GRAND FORKS ND

SALVATION ARMY BINGHAMPTON NY

BETHESDA MISSION HARRISBURG PA

SALVATION ARMY FAHILY SERVICE CENTER LANCASTER PA
CHILDREN OF LIGHT MISSION PHILADELPHIA PA
MID-CITY YMCA PHILADELPHIA PA

SISTERS OF THE ROAD CAFE PORTLAND OR

FAMILY SHELTER COLUMBIA SC

PROVIDENCE HOME _OMEN'S SMELTER COLUMBUS SC

KENT C. %TITHERS FAMILY CRISIS GTE KNOXVILLE TN

SALVATIONARMY KNOXVILLE TN

TRAVEBL_R'S REST MISSION KNOXVILLE TN
MINISTFJR-IAL ASS'N TEMPORARY SHELTER MORRISTOUN TN
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COVENAJh_ HOUSE HOUSTON TX

OPENDOORMISSION HOUSTON T,X
SALVATIONARMY FAmiLYP_SIDENCE HOUSTON TX
THE BRIDGE SHELTER PASADENA TX

HOPEHOUSE FREDERICKSBURG VA

TELLUP,iAN COMMUNITY MADISON Wi

GOOD SAMARITANMiSSiON JACKSON WY

AUTHORIZED PROVIDERS NOT COVERED IN REPORT

ID PROVIDER T0_ ST

1 METROPOLITAN INTERFAITH ASSOCIATION MEMPHIS TN
3 SALVATION ARMY HOSPITALITY HOUSE SAN JOSE CA

18 SAN JOSE RESCUEMISSION SAN JOSE CA
41 PROJECT OPEN HAND SAN FRANCISCO CA

Reasons for not including or including providers in the report:

$01 This program does not serve the homeless. It delivers meals to the

homebound elderly and also serves meals to the elderly at a congregate
site. Payment is by donation. The homebound receive a weekly envelope

for anonymous contributions. Occasionally, they will pay with food
stamps (a fey dollars here and there), but usually only when their cash

has run out. At the congregate meal site there is a donation box.
Donations are usually in coinage and no food stamps have ever been

received at that site. Both types of clients are told that they may give

food stamps. They say that they have been authorized since 1981.

#03 Neither director (who is new) nor program coordinator knew that they _ere
authorized. Former director could not be reached. Clearly provisions

have not been implemented, but we do.not know why.not. Note that they

had not been implemented in November 1987 when we spoke with former

director (apparently, they were authorized in September, 1987).

#18 They say that they accept food stamps only from residents in drug and
alcohol rehabilitation program and that they are not authorized to acaep:

food stamps from the homeless.

#41 This is a home delivered meal program for AIDS patients and their

families. They do not use the provisions and never asked Go be
authorized. Application vas apparently made on their behalf by the local
health department.
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NOTE:

_19 Original set of interviews did not include a _19.

_44 Harbor Homeless Meal Provider (Panorama City, California) vas originally
listed as authorized, later this uas changed to "application pending"
because of some confusion about its status.

_04 The Red Cross Temporary Emergency Shelter in Colorado Springs. This

provider withdrev from the program on 3/31/88. Hoverer, ye did not learn
about this until after the second interviev vas conducted on 4/12/88. We

have included this provider in the report as in many rays it is typical

of others where the provisions are not vorking.
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METHODS FOR COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF FOOD GROUP AND NUTRIENT DATA

PROVIDER MEALS

The assessment of the nutrient quality of the meals served to the homeless

at shelters and soup kitchens was based on systematic observations of break-

fasts, lunches and dinners served by 310 providers (167 shelters and 143 soup

kitchens). Interviewers were trained in meal observation to accurately de-

scribe the various components cf a meal as served and to accurately estimate

the size of portions being served. Observations did not include what foods
homeless individuals actually ate at these meals or plate waste, due both to
time and cost constraints of the research. Thus, observations reflect the food
available to the homeless and not the intake of homeless individuals at these
meals.

Interviewers scheduled their own interviews and meal observations based

upon time availability and cooperation of providers. As a result the distri-

bution of meals at which interviewers did observations was 15 percent break-

fasts, 44 percent midday meals, and 41 percent evening meals. This compares to
a distribution of all meals served that is approximately 29 percent breakfasts,

32 percent midday meals and' 39 percent evening meals. Thus breakfasts are
somewhat underrepresented and midday and evening meals are somewhat overrepre-
sented. This sampling pattern results in an upward bias in estimates of food

group and nutrient content of the average provider meal, since the average
breakfast is somewhat lower on the number of core food groups represented,

calories and protein than the other two meals, on average. On the other hand,

the average provider breakfast does provide more of certain nutrients than the
other two meals; therefore any bias is likely to be small.

Assessing Provider Meal Content

Training: Ail interviewers were trained in Food Portion Analysis (FPA) by a
nutritionist. Synthetic food models, paper models, and a variety of meals
using food samples were in this training. Interviewers were taught to identify

specific foods precisely, describe the preparation method and estimate the

quantities of each food served. A post-test after training demonstrated that

interviewers were able to successfully perform the above tasks with a 90% con-
fidence level.

Measuring Number of Servings: The training included methods for determining
the number of servings offered of each food item. For foods served in easily

identifiable units this was simple, as when one slice of bread was offered.

Since two slices of bread comprise one serving, observers recorded 1/2 serving

of bread if only one slice was offered.

For food items that could be measured in inches, such as a pork chop,

observers compared an average pork chop served by a provider to a 6-inch ruler

that they carried for this purpose. The three dimensions of the food were
recorded on the observation form, and the nutritionist conducting the analysis

used a computer program, NlfTRITIONIST III, to convert these measurements into
numbers cf servings (see below, "Coding of Meals" and "Tally of Variety and

Amount of Foods").
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For other food items such as salads, casseroles and mashed potatoes, ob-

servers carried a set of measuring cups ranging from 1 cup down to 1/8 cup.
Observers compared the amount of each food item placed on each plate to the
measuring cups, estimating howmany cups were being served. The volume of food

was recorded, and the nutritionist conducting the analysis used the NUTRITION-

IST III computer program to convert these measurements into numbers of servings
(see below, "CodinE of Meals" and "Tally of Variety and Amount of Foods").

In addition, training for observers included becoming familiar with the

volume held by an array of standard serving containers (glasses, bowls, cups,

plastic boxes). Portion size could easily be estimated when foods were served

in containers, which was usually the case for at least some food items at each
meal.

Data Collection: Each interviewer recorded the da[a collected at a meal obser-

vation on a Food Portion Analysis Form (see Appendix B). These data included a

description, visual estimate of size, and the number of portions served of each

food item included in the provider meal (see above paragraphs for method). To
avoid the disruption of food service, the interviewers did not handle any food

item. Instead, an interviewer stood to the side of the serving area and watch-

ed the serving process, estimating the size and number of servings as described
above. On the FPA form, interviewers commented on the method of food service,

gave a description of the food item, and recorded the frequency with which
different foods were chosen.

Types of Food Service: The meals served by shelters and soup kitchens varied
in style from everyone getting the same amounts of all the items on a set menu
to smorgasbords with two or more alternative meats, vegetables, fruits and/or

mixed dishes. Often, a choice of beverages was offered includinz fruit punch,
coffee, tea and sometimes milk. A variety of breads or sweetened baked goods

(muffins, sweet rolls, doughnuts, etc.) was sometimes placed on tables along

with peanut butter, jelly and butter.

Selection of Meals: When providers offered options that resulted in different

clients choosing substantially different _ombinations, interviewers had to
record each different meal combination on a separate FPA form. They also noted

the frequency with which each different combination occurred. The interviewer

selected atypical" meals to describe. For this study, "typical" meals were
defined as each different combination of food items that vas served in roughly

uniform quantities to a substantial number of people (more than 10% of partici-

pants) during a specified time period. At a buffet breakfast, for example,
half the people might have cereal with milk, toast with butter and juice; one-

fourth might have two slices of toast with peanut butter and jam and a piece of
fruit; and one fourth might just have coffee.

Nutrient Assessment

Selection of Nutrients: The food and beverages recorded on the FPA forms were

analyzed for caiories and the following 13 nutrients:
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1) Protein 8) VitaminB-6
2) Carbohydrate _' 9) Vitamin A

3)Fat 10)Iron
4) VitaminC 11) Magnesium

5) Thiamin 12) Calcium

6) Riboflavin 13) Phosphorous
7) Preformed Niacin

These nutrients are the same as those analyzed in the USDA evaluations of the

child nutrition programs and the summer food service program, as well as in the
1977-78 Nationwide Food Consumption Survey.

The energy and nutrient content of the foods recorded on each FPA form

were analyzed using the computerized nutrient analysis program Nutritionist III
(!985). This program contains 1800 food items and uses primarily the revised

series of USDA Handbook #8, Food Composition Tables, Bowes and Church's Food

Values of Portions Commonly Used (14th Edition) (1985), and manufacturer's
data.

Additional foods and recipes were added to the Nutritionist III (1985),

data base, to reflect additional food items that appeared on the FPA forms.
The revised editions of the USDA Handbook #8 supplied some of the food composi-
tion data for added foods. Nutritionists with USDA's Human Nutrition Informa-

tion Service also provided composition data and recipes for most foods not

listed in the USDA Handbook. Other recipes were obtained from Food for Fifty
(1971), a cookbook for institutional cooking.

Analysis of Food Variety

Selection of Food Groups: The analysis was based on 10 food groups:

Core Additional

1) Milk and Milk Products 6) Fats and Oils

2) Fruits and Fruit Juices 7) Baked Goods

B) Vegetables 8) Sweets
4) Grain Products 9) Sweetened Beverages
5) Meat and Meat Alternates 10) Salty Snacks

Exhibit E-1 presents a more detailed list of foods and beverages included in

each of the above food groups.

Codin_ of Meals: The interviewer's notes about the quantity and frequency of
food items served were used to establish coding rules and to develop a nutrient

profile per site, which was a composite when several different meals were ser-
ved at that site. Coders usually used USDA's coding rules for added fat, sugar

and unspecified amounts served. Posner and Morgan's manual, The Use of the 2D
Food Portion Visual (1982), provided information on the conversion of two oc
three dimensional visual measurements to dry weights.
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Tally of the Variety and Amounts of Food: The descriptions and amounts of each

food item recorded on the FPA form were usedto determine the variety and num-
ber of servings of food groups supplied by provider meals. During the pilot
test, the portion sizes offered by providers varied greatly and they were gene-
rally larger than standard serving sizes. Therefore, determinations of the

number of servings were basea on the actual number of standard portions of a
particular food served instead of on the mere presence of that food item. in

general, the portion sizes reflected serving sizes recommended in Home and
Garden Bulletin _232-1, 1986, except for grain products and a few other items.

Based on pilot test observations, larger portions (e.g., two slices of bread

and 3/4 to one cup of noodles or rice) were established for grain products.

The coder first identified the food group that corresponded to the record-

ed food item, such as choosing milk and milk products when cheese was listed on
the FPA form. To tally the number of servings, the amount of a food item re-

corded on the form vas compared to pre-established portion sizes for various

foods in each of the 10 food groups. If the amount served was double the es-

tablished portion size, two servings were tallied. For mixed dishes, coders
assigned them to two or more food groups and tallied the number of servings for

each of the major food components. For example, 1-1/2 cup lasagna counted as 1
grain product and 1 meat, whereas 1-1/2 cup chunky meat soup counted as 1 vege-
table and 1 meat.

INDIVIDUALS' DIETARY INTAKE

Information on the food intake of homeless individuals was collected by

those interviewers assigned to collect data from the homeless population.
Interviewers were trained to use a one day food listing procedure as part of
their field work training. All homeless individuals selected to be part of the

survey were asked information about their food intake. This includes both the
service-using homeless in our representative random sample and the non-repre-
sentative sample of homeless individuals interviewed at congregating sites.
The information collected does not reflect the times of day at which different
foods were eaten but does indicate the foods the respondent could remember

eating during the preceding one day period.

One Day Food Listing

Pilot interviews used a one day food listing procedure to collect food
intake data. These pilots showed that homeless individuals had the capability
to recall what they ate and drank the day prior to the interview. However, our

procedures differ quite a bit from the de:ailed procedures used .in interviews
such as the National Realth and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES), in that
it is much less detailed. Our interview lasted an average of 15 minutes, of

which approximately half (7-8 minutes) was devoted to the one day food listing.
When compared to the 20-60 minutes usually needed for a complete 24-hour die-
tary recall procedure, it is clear that the technique used in the present study

provided only a rough estimate of the food and beverages each respondent con-
sumed. The shorter procedure vas necessary given the difficulties of inter-

viewing homeless individuals and the need to keep the interview short to avoid
breakoffs.

The one day food listing provides a general description of the eating

patterns and the variety and types of food groups consumed by homeless persons.
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The variety was described by both the number of different foods/beverages con-
sumed and the number of times each food group was selected in the one day peri-

od. The food coding system used by USDA for the Nationwide Food Consumption

Survey served as a guide for grouping foods and beverages. However, the actual

food groups chosen for analysis corresponded to those used in the analysis of
the provider meals.

Measuring Number of Servings: Because of the lack of specific detail and pro-
bable incompleteness of the food recall, we made no attempt to conduct specific
nutrient analysis on the one day food listings collected in this study.

However, interviewers did make a reasonable attempt to determine the num-

ber of portions or servings of a given food item that the respondent consumed.

Interviewers carried a 1 cup and a 1/2 cup measure with them. Once the respon-

dent gave the interviewer a list of all the food items consumed during the day,
the interviewer went back over the items and asked the respondent to indicate

whether the amount eaten vas more or less than a cup, more or less than 1/2
cup, etc. In addition, number of servings is affected by the number of times

an individual eats a given food item during the day. Consumption of two slices

of bread in the morning and two slices of bread in the evening would be record-

ed as two servings of bread.

Interviewers recorded the volume, number of items or other indicators or
servings on the interview form. Coders took this information and edited it

before key entry, to indicate the number of



F/:/4!BIT E-1 !

Nane $ervLngPorticn

Breads, rolls, cracl_ers

!3e5 _:!==_AD-.--'_ '-_ P..___ 2 P -_
329 E-_EA.D-_-.'R:,_- _/. C-_ 2 STTC_S

1409 _ -.F.AD-PIT.A 1
338 E_AD-F_ __:='--:2C/C':EL 2 SLI_
352 _EAD-W'r.--TE - _-_ 2 SLICES
_58 _BREAD-W!-__LEW'F_...AT-_ 2 SLICk_

1471 _-SAD-_= ri. NG 1 ClIP
319 BAC_'r,-_GG 1 BAt':r,
489 _:-_--b_ _c-_j'_/_:_ ! ROLL
487 RC_.-_N AND S]_5;E 2 R_J.S

1653 RflS/_%friI.__ '2 RC]LL_
43O _ACK_5_PLAIN 4
432 C'_-SAL_ iD

1650 _-TP_ 10
1651 __ _ 12

_re_ _, c=okedor reC.-t= cat

1260 _- ,' , -Ii_ 1 CI3P
363 _CT_ GRITS-i:0_I;/_C_ i CJP
366 _ _JLAR/QLI/C_ 1 CUP

1197 C_RFAI--ALL _ 1/2 CJP
1211 _C%?_ _F_DCr:-_ 1 CJI:
12tl _R.TAI,-_ MINt %_'IEkTS I CUP
1227 CERF_AL-I-I1NEYNUT _-L=_'RIOS I CJP
1236 _NUTRI _ 1 _3P
1245 C_REAL-RIC_. _I]_ 1 CI3P
1253 C_qEA/_-TCTAL 1 CJP

Ncud!es,ma_, rice

438 _ -_"T._FTW--E_,.I_ 3/4-1 CI]P
448 NCC_Tk'F_-___ 3/4-1 CJP
1459 R.I_-_-L/Ni!,E _]_T'S 3/4-1 CLTP
1685 RI_-_PANT-_{ 3/4-1
482 Rio'=-%qk-_TE-_ -]_iIf 3/4-1

* Based in part on serving size recommendations contained _n USDA-RNIS, lqR6,
Bome and Garden Bulletin #232-1, except for grain products and a _.evother
food items. During the pilot test, the grain food group portion sizes
offered by providers varied greatly, but vere generally larger than standard
serving sizes. Therefore, larger portion sizes were established for grain
products.
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F=__.?_kes,w_f_____s,cai__k breads

452 PA_,_A,KES-7_A--_-_ 2 PAN--__KES
!292 __--S_-._-.=RDZEN 2 __=FT.,=__

223 BISC_US-_ARSiD/MIX 2 _Z_5_3ITS(_)
1729 _D_T-__oTI_SARA r_=?. 1 p_,rI,

1381 _-_,T_-PLA/2: 2 }_L_
1388 FP,2D_/-iTCIAST-H2ME F-._E 2 _.r_

Juice: f._ult _d vecetable
I

225 APi?.,_-CANNSD/Bfl/Tr_ i C3P (6 - 8 OZ)
251 GRA____ 1 CJP "
259 GRAPE--.,rRDZ_-DIL 1 CJP "
266 r_--MiIN_DE-FRCvZ__cr_N-DIL 1 CJP "
278 _-,--P_YZ _-DIL 1 CI3P "
1434 %;-8 %r_-TA_RL_ JUI_ '! CJP "

Citr ',s fra!ts

247 _-RAW-__%TE 1
273 _-PJ64-AT I.VA__ 1
]16 _-RAW 1

Ncn-citr_s fruits

945 AimPT_-RAJ',' ';,'I_ _ 1 APPLE(MED-_)
227 APPr .__ 1/2-3/4 CJP
225 BANANAS-RAW 1 BANANA
_77 FRUIT (I_<"_m_I_%N_ 1/2-3/4 _JP
155 (_Ai_5_-RAW 1/2-3/4 (_JP
271 _Tf1_ 1/4 _,rmN
286 _F_ PAC_ 1/2-3/4 COP
283 FK_/_ES-RAW-_Dr_. 2 F_ (MSD)
291 PFARS-RAW 1 F?AR
1012 P_%_,_-_%NN_I)-JUI_ PA_{ 1_2-3/4 _3P
296 _-CAN/_B-TT_ 1/.2-3/4 CI3P
295 PINEAFFLE-RAk_DI _ 1'/.2-3/4CJP
300 _/JMS-RAW-JAPAN_-fEf_/D 2 PI3/_ (M_D)
980 _LAD-__/JL_C_ 1/2-3/4 C3P
318 %_RMFTnN-RA_ 1-I 1/2 __JPS
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Dri_ Frzits

230 A_'?_-TS-_JZ_D-RA_ _ 7-!0 _

305 _-.C_:_ -'"c",-_W/O S'_ 3-6 P'RLIN_S(_)
307 RAZSL-k_--_F ---_ 1/4 C3P

Star.h? veIJetables

570 BEANS-r._-_-_-_ 1/2-3/4 (_JP
615 _cS_o_N= 1/2-3/4 CI/P

1680 CCRN-.mP--_(2 BY 1 1/2) 3-4 FR_TTim--RS
6!7 __cTiRN-_-CAN-IIRAItNED 1/2-3/4 _2P
641 I_r.AS-G_._-_-BO__-_ 1/2-3/4 (JJP
1144 _BAKED 1
648 POTATO-='R.._FB_RAW 1/2-3/4 CJP
650 PiIrA_wID-_ ]H_]WN-FRDZ 1/2-3/4 CLIP
653 POTA/ID-__-PREP 1/2-3/4 C3P

1097 __imPZ)Z-PANFR_ED 1/2-3/4 ClIP
1!12 _.'-_-BOiL 1/2-3/4CLIP
665 _-WINTER-BAKE_ 1/2-3/4CLIP
1115 _u_iIIiIV_ASi_-BOIL-i1RAIN 1/2-3/4CL_

666 _ POTA/D(YAM)-BAKE ! PUEATO

Dark cre_, y_!!ow, and red

567 ASP_-_-BOIL 1/2-3/4 CUP
590 _RfIiIED/_-FROZ-BOIL-_ 1/2-3/4 CJP
591 _ _ 1/2-3/4 _
60O CA_-RAW 1
634 _FROZ-_,_ '1/2-3/4 CL1P
610 CEIZARES(OII-_G_=_)-BOIL 1/2-3/4 (iL1P
643 __-Ww_T-RAW 1
659 5TqS_I_-CR_RAW 1-! 1/2 __TF_
660 _-RAW-BOIL-_ 1/2-3/4 CLIP
671 TCMA/I)-RAW-RED-_ 1 TQ_tTO
1699 T_4A.TOPASTE___ 3/4-1 _
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C-,_her-vezetab!es

572 --B_AN_-_--_U_D-G_._=?_-BO!Ir-C.r/_ 3/4-1 fI3P

58! B_----TS.-$LIC'_'_-_TT. 3/4-1 CI3P

595 =CA-BAf_-BOIL 3/4-1 CJP

605 CA_..__-RAW_ ! C2P
608 C_.-"R_- P_RA_-STALK 1 STALK

6!9 __-RAW-__Tr_ ! C3P

1072 KC-I_RABI -BOII.,-_ 3/4-1 CJP

627 L_-TI'_JCE-I-__RAW-r.rA_ 1-1 1/2 C3PS

630 _L_-RfIib_-RA__ 1/2-3/4 flTP

108! (1NIC_ __FBTwD 1/2-3/4 C3P

10£2 P'__ASAND C_!_C_S-41_D 1/2-3/4 CI3P

1062 SALAD-ofF k'_rAW 1/2-3/4 CI3P

655 _%LAD-PTTA. TO 1/2-3/4 CI3P

1776 _J. AD-_ _B=_%N-Ar_ 1/2-3/4 CJP

680 __ r_-_-MIX_I_FROZ-_ 1/2-3/4 CJP

Scu-_: vece_e

716 F_3P__ 1 STP

E31 SJJP__ _ 1 (/3P

717 _ -_'_N_'/l_%_ '1 CI3P

719 .5_- _"I)-42AN-WA_TER 1 C3P

721 ._,_3P-_-CAN-_ 1 C3P

720 SCUP-__ __ i CJP

Red Meats

161 BACrN-PC_K-___ 4 __'r,Tc_

750 _ _ SAN_(_-I 1 _ (2-3C_ MEAT)
198 __r _-IKI_K 2-3 -_'r.Tmk'_

1750 _-iI_ FI_!?D STEAK 4-5

174 _C'TRN_) _ _ (.7_T.T._) 3--4
202 _RANFL_._R-I-]irf IIi__.-NO_/N 2

191 I-_b%_-_-_:-_ MEAT 2-3

189 }{AM-_I_U_-ii% _ib'wr._ 4-5

738 _ _URG_R 3-4

740 }{AMSU_c_R 3-4

1741 _ 4-5

192 lmCIRK_2I-%21:-T_AN/FAT-_TT _T_ 4-5

1621 PTT PSIAST-_ANKEE 4-5

205 SALAMI-I1K_ OR HAI_D-PCRK 2-3 ._'T,TC_

204 _-T,T'N_-__ 3-4 r_7'l'qI,_
200 TJ_%_E-PATTY__ 3-4 P_

170 STm--UtK-$_-T_'_/_ 4-5

166 RCAST R._=?_--RIB-LEAN_ 4-5
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!273 C__C-_-_--==-AST-_ I BP-__-T(40Z )

1277 C~ZC_-N-LET--_ 2 p...w?_t__
22! ."_J'rd<_'f-DA_RK/LI_-'J_-.R.Q._ 4

1299 _"_P2<HAM-C-T_ TP.ZC_6.!_?-AT 4
1303 T_?.--_--ROLL-LI_._/IIIARK 4
753 TI!R._. SANIiIJ/_'_I 2-3

Fish

1574 _AB/_ CAKE 2
1573 F_6-CII_._'_I_ 4
149 FTRT-{-5'fiC]_-_FRD'Z -CII_ 4
158 FT_-i-._-X_XMP-:'HEI_---'-iFRTWn 5-6 _-_
159 FT-c_!-TUNA-CAN/OII,-!iRAINED 4

1064 FT-_-i_ -BAKi!I)-S'I/3FF_D 4

742 Fi:./iEI)FTT_ (IF_ 5ANiiINi_-I ! PATTY(40Z)
160 SAEAD-_"LINA 1/2-3/4 _3P
154 _ARD!blE_-CAN_ ! CAN

F__c_ __nd_ dishes

99 t_-FRTT_ IN _-LARIi_ 2
100 _HARD-LARfZ-ND SF_. 2 EI_
102 ]_j-_r__ 2
1407 _r_-_ AND _ 3 EI]G5
1649 QU_-_ _ 1 _'r.TCE

Dried bes.usmud peas

123 _ 1/2-3/4
S14 ISF_ANF_REDKIIINE_-CAN 1/2-3/4 CLIP
1735 -_BEAN_-____ 1/2-3/4 CI3P
516 I_=-ASr-_-I_OI!,-_ 112-3/4 CLIP
525 I_-A.5-SPLIT-IXt!f-CliIiIfED 1/2-3/4 CI3P
522 rPNTTT -__-CIIKED 1/2-3/4 CLIP

Peanut kut_r, nuts and seeds

524 i_m.ANUT _-i_iilir/l-I TYPE 4 T_!_r_
523 NUTS-PEARUTS--0!L R_%STED 1/4-1/2 C3P
528 ._-_-Ii_TWn 1/4-1/2 CLIP
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Mix_=_-_ me=t dts'?_es

16_7 _ 2

498 SPA_-_=_---YI_..I_"_LM/-_-CAN t-! 112 CJP

77 ur_i--RAVIOr.T_-_ " _7

!79 C-'rrr C:IN '__--ANS-CAN " CD?

177 By-_ & _.AP.n/.E _ " CDP

1406 EN_-? _ 1

512 -SEA/_/_/_ SALX_-CAN 1-i 1/2 C3P

216 C-ZC_ _ _7N-C_NNED " CDP

178 R,TM PTTP____--?-_Z--P-=r_rPE_ 1 SMALL P_

1647 _ rRCLL-B,F_F,,/_-.-_EOZ 2 _ plT_i.,_
1648 Fv_ & Cn_i_S-VAN _E KAMPS 2 P_

751 _---=_./,_= __x{ 1

754 _J3B _U_-/C]{ i ITEM

752 5D_i/_--_-'=_---__x{ 1

745 ,r,F"?m]__ 2
748 __ 2

2009 _ 1 E_LIC_

463 ST'.-_ GE_..-_'"_N'_ 1

214 _!CF_N A LA KING 1-1 1/2 _JP

215 C-Z_'_N AND _NTOnr_ 1-1 1/2 CI3P

218 C-Z_fEN PC_P_ '1 _ P_

1452 _ PC_'.,"-_-:_'£u._ _?_.'D 2

459 T'JNk/NDCDLE _ 1-1 1/2 CI/P

Sc_-_: dried bean. meat. _za/l_

711 SClYP-BEAN/BACr_/CAN 1 CJP

1338 S_JP-___ !

827 S_k_P-_u_ _-CAN 1 _/P

1341 SCUP__/R!_ 1 CJP

828 SCUP-CIAM-NEW flg_3tND 1 _3P

1347 SOUP-_.--_-/_L/H_M-CAN 1 CJP

718 T_/P-_ P__A/HAM 1

T-_XAND MT?,K PR_

Milk

50 MTT3<-Wi-IiI_-3.3% FAT-Fr.gJID 1 _ (80Z)
51 I,CrTX-2% FAT-_-_ 1 CLTP "

54 _X-l% FAT-_-FfAYSD 1 CI/P "

67 _ccr3<-_-_IiC-4% -FLUID 1 _ "

57 _ X-_-FflI/D 1 ClIP "

908 _ CIII_-PKEP/lWrT3<-I-I/_ 1 C.]P "
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C_he_=e

22 C--__ ?-ASf_Ri(2AN-FP_"_ 2-3 _.T_
3 _-----e_E-_-_-----_-DA.R-C.rf p_,,_"Treq__ 2-3 _

21 _-----c_E__-_.--.SS 2-3 _r,'rc_
!! C--_-C:_--AM 2-4 T_r ._P(21C_5
7 _---=_--E-CUI'._-4%-SMCJRD i CJP
9 _--'-v_E_=_--_Y".=_GE-!%LfJWFAT 1 C3P
13 C--._F_-MOZ_,rA-._<TM _ 2-3 SLIrT%_

Ycc ,.rt

94 YOUdRT.-FL_,-_g-_ ! CJP
92 _-=-RLr/T FLAV_R-LGWFA_T I CJP

1747 _Z YOC_RT-=-I_L_ _ ! CuP

W__ix_ _heese dish

1441 _-_ STLrf!_D PASTA __'_--T_.t'_c; 1-I 1/2 C!3P
475 PIZZA--_._-_ 2 _LI_
1668 PIZZA--_-BAKED 2 SLICE
442 _T & -_-_N1R-_ 1-1 1/2

Ice cre.-_'n,uuddLnc, _.nd ice m_]k

78 IC_ -CRF3%M-VAN-SGFT_ 1 CJP
B0 IC_ _CREAM-VAN-}f_RD-16%FAT 1 OJP
82 I_ Mr_{-VAN-HARD-4.3% FAT 1 CI3P
74 _TT_-VANTT YA-]!_'_CK 8-10
90 _-C_>+_X/_X I CUP
85 __-ZRB,=T_-2% FAT ! CUP

._ats and o_

104 BUZTER-_I_F. AR-7_ _rk'%'TKI_ 1
36 _R.EAM-SCI__ 2-3
42 (L=_%M-4_IiP-IMIT-_ 2 _r k'_PC_g
26 _-_._F-i{_LF & HALF-Fr. lr/D 2 T_r_'_'mDGN
844 GRAVY-_ 2 _'_
924 MARGARINE_I_T,-}{_/ID 1
1766 _ _ _ 2 _r_'_nKIl_
137 SAL IlKEES-17_r.T%N-_ CAL 2 _r_'PCON
1765 _AL ]]_ESS-RANi_ STYLE 2 '_
142 SAL __ T-_rAND 2 _A_r_
942 SAL I]REES-V_0IL-_ 2 _Rr_
6_5 SAUC_-_ 2 _r _'_'KI]_
141 SAUC_-_-_ 2 T_r-_
126 _ OIb-_ 1 T_rk'_P_
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479 pp.._..-T_-___-IX3T_._-TW_--_ 2- 3 P'R__ -%

481 P?_-_-TPZ2N- STICK 10-15 STI_KS

1646 TC_IA C-_-_ 15-20 _-__-_S

654 PrJ'_A_'OC-_-----_S-_TADD_ 15-20 _-___---_S

1289 _ _---_S 15-20 _-----rDS

476 PC.m_--_N-POP.-_?,AIN 2 C3-PS

1423 _J_____c_Ei_R _ 10

5_<_ cocds

1422 ___ -_ 10-!5ITEM

413 _21_4_,'-_q-/NL_'i"5__ 2 ITEM

1S24 CA.__-CA_ 1 _.r_

!399 CAKE-_----___'_AL 1 _rr_

409 CAk_-__ _ 1 ._I_

397 CA/_-_-'_?E_-_ ICrNG 1 ._r.'rc_.

415 CI/2_TV--.__A_T_ CbiiP-MIX 3 CCC_

420 (IIi_2'm-C_IN-MiX 3

422 (IIIKIZ- _%NI_WIC_{_ 3 (II_

390 CJP CAKES_ ICING 1 CAKE

437 _'I"S -__ _ 1

1383 _ BAR 1

1098 Ptlu2__.z_--NP__._ (_-_[/ST) 1 SLI_
!403 Tt__-A_.-?LE 1 T_

1762 _-_g 1

Sweets:car_y _-_ J_e!lo

544 CANDv.-}_RD 5

1787 CANDY-JFT. I¥ _ 1/2 CJP

1676 (5_qDY-_LK C_iC/ALMi1NI_ 1/2 C_P

1781 CANDY-M & M'S-P_ i _4ArI. PACY4_

1783 CANDY--_Tr3(_ WAY BAR 1 CANDY BAR

1789 CANDY-_ _ C3P 2

1782 CS_N_Y-SNI_ BAR 1 CANDY BAR

548 _-S'/_AINED/]D_°ACT_) 1 TARr2_F{I]N

549 JAb_ P_V_-RS___ILAR 1

699 J_ In 1 CJP

707 PC_SI_. 1

554 _ FLAV_KED-FtII_ 1 TA_r_'_PfI_

560 Sv--RUP-P_FARO 1 TAtar_'_I_

561 _,j_R_-GRA_ _ A_TED 1 TA_r =_-_iC_
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Carbcfnat_ drLnks, c_ffee, tea

693 Cr_rA-TY'_PE-S_A 12 FL
696 R_irf_--_R-SCI2A 12 FL_

1780 FRIT/T _ _ 12 FL _
694 GRAPE_ _ 12 FL _

731 _c'_-E_54ED ! ___3P(W/SU_)
733 T-zA-_ 1 CIJP(W/_)

A!co.h_lic beveraces

868 _?R-__rR 12 FL_
869 _,-_R-r.T_T 12 FL_
1481 wIlqE 4.5 FL_
687 _-_ 1.5FL_


	19C51
	19C51-002
	19C51-003
	19C51-004
	19C51-005
	19C51-006
	19C51-007
	19C51-008
	19C51-009
	19C51-010
	19C51-011
	19C51-012
	19C51-013
	19C51-014
	19C51-015
	19C51-016
	19C51-017
	19C51-018
	19C51-019
	19C51-020
	19C51-021
	19C51-022
	19C51-023
	19C51-024
	19C51-025
	19C51-026
	19C51-027
	19C51-028
	19C51-029
	19C51-030
	19C51-031
	19C51-032
	19C51-033
	19C51-034
	19C51-035
	19C51-036
	19C51-037
	19C51-038
	19C51-039
	19C51-040
	19C51-041
	19C51-042
	19C51-043
	19C51-044
	19C51-045
	19C51-046
	19C51-047
	19C51-048
	19C51-049
	19C51-050
	19C51-051
	19C51-052
	19C51-053
	19C51-054
	19C51-055
	19C51-056
	19C51-057
	19C51-058
	19C51-059
	19C51-060
	19C51-061
	19C51-062
	19C51-063
	19C51-064
	19C51-065
	19C51-066
	19C51-067
	19C51-068
	19C51-069
	19C51-070
	19C51-071
	19C51-072
	19C51-073
	19C51-074
	19C51-075
	19C51-076
	19C51-077
	19C51-078
	19C51-079
	19C51-080
	19C51-081
	19C51-082
	19C51-083
	19C51-084
	19C51-085
	19C51-086
	19C51-087
	19C51-088
	19C51-089
	19C51-090
	19C51-091
	19C51-092
	19C51-093
	19C51-094
	19C51-095
	19C51-096
	19C51-097
	19C51-098
	19C51-099
	19C51-100
	19C51-101
	19C51-102
	19C51-103
	19C51-104
	19C51-105
	19C51-106
	19C51-107
	19C51-108
	19C51-109
	19C51-110
	19C51-111
	19C51-112
	19C51-113
	19C51-114
	19C51-115
	19C51-116
	19C51-117
	19C51-118
	19C51-119
	19C51-120
	19C51-121
	19C51-122
	19C51-123
	19C51-124
	19C51-125
	19C51-126
	19C51-127
	19C51-128
	19C51-129
	19C51-130
	19C51-131
	19C51-132
	19C51-133
	19C51-134
	19C51-135
	19C51-136
	19C51-137
	19C51-138
	19C51-139
	19C51-140
	19C51-141
	19C51-142
	19C51-143
	19C51-144
	19C51-145
	19C51-146
	19C51-147
	19C51-148
	19C51-149
	19C51-150
	19C51-151
	19C51-152
	19C51-153
	19C51-154
	19C51-155
	19C51-156
	19C51-157
	19C51-158
	19C51-159
	19C51-160
	19C51-161
	19C51-162
	19C51-163
	19C51-164
	19C51-165
	19C51-166
	19C51-167
	19C51-168
	19C51-169
	19C51-170
	19C51-171
	19C51-172
	19C51-173
	19C51-174
	19C51-175
	19C51-176
	19C51-177
	19C51-178
	19C51-179
	19C51-180
	19C51-181


	Table of Contents: 


